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Abstract  
 
Cognitive  development  in  childhood  is  a  key  factor  affecting adult  life chances, 
including  educational  and  occupational  success.    Intergenerational  continuity  in 
cognitive ability is often observed.  Thus the persistence of poor cognitive outcomes 
across generations may lead to a ‘cycle of disadvantage’ that is difficult to break.   
 
In this thesis, intergenerational associations in cognitive ability between parents and 
first-born offspring were examined longitudinally.  1,690 members of the British 1946 
birth  cohort with  at  least  one  offspring constituted the study  sample.    Cognitive 
ability was measured at age eight years in  parents and offspring.  Social mobility 
and  parenting  practices  were  examined  for  their  affects  on  the  transmission  of 
cognitive ability across generations.   
 
Offspring of parents who improved upon the occupational social class of their own 
fathers by the time they were aged 26, as well as offspring of parents who remained 
in  a  non-manual  class, had  higher  cognitive scores  than  those  whose 
parents remained  in  a  manual  social  class,  or  who  showed  negative 
intergenerational mobility.  Upwardly mobile and stable non-manual parents were 
also more likely to use positive parenting practices.  Four measures of parenting 
were shown to mediate part of the intergenerational relationship in cognitive ability.  
The  intellectual  home  environment,  parental  aspirations  and  cognitive 
stimulation were positively related with cognitive outcomes in the second generation, 
while  coercive  discipline  was  negatively  associated  with  offspring  ability.    Path 
analyses revealed that maternal education, but not occupation, was an important 
predictor  of  offspring  cognition.    The  educational  attainment  of  fathers  indirectly 
influenced the cognitive development of the next generation through its effect on 
occupational social class.  
 
For  those  parents  with  the  lowest  and  highest  ability  scores,  the  quality  of  the 
intellectual  environment  enabled  their  offspring  to  ‘escape’  or  replicate  parental 
cognitive ability respectively.  Cognitive stimulation and paternal aspirations helped 
offspring to avoid repeating the poor cognitive outcomes of their parents. 
 
These  data  add  to  the  relatively  few  studies  that  examine  intergenerational 
continuity  and  discontinuity  in  cognitive  ability.    The  results  provide  a  basis  for 
understanding some of the processes by which parenting practices may influence 
intergenerational relationships. 
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1.  Introduction 
 
Intelligence  runs  in  families.    Intelligent,  well-educated  parents  typically  produce 
children who achieve high scores on intelligence tests, excel at school and become 
high-achieving adults.  Similar intergenerational continuity is found in parents with 
low intelligence scores whose offspring generally perform less well on scholastic 
and cognitive tests and attain lower occupational status in adulthood (Cairns, et al., 
1998; Hart, et al., 2005; Plomin & Craig, 2001; Serbin & Karp, 2004).  For years it 
was  believed  that  intelligence  was  transmitted  genetically  by  parents  to  children 
(Plomin & Petrill, 1997). It is now acknowledged, however, that individual variations 
in intelligence – also referred to as cognitive ability or IQ – reflect both genetic and 
environmental differences (Bouchard & McGue, 2003).  The relative contribution of 
each is approximately 50% (Plomin, 2001).  Since the environments to which human 
beings are exposed are potentially more modifiable than genetic factors, this work 
goes to the heart of two specific environmental effects that influence IQ continuity: 
social mobility and parenting.  
 
Environmental influences include the social background and the educational setting 
of  the  individual  as  well  as  the  quality  of  parenting  received  and  experienced.  
Empirical evidence suggests that those with higher IQ scores in childhood tend to 
improve in social standing across the life course (Deary, et al., 2005; Nettle, 2003).  
Such  mobility  towards  a  higher  social  class  is  accompanied  by  educational  and 
occupational  success,  better than  average access to social networks  and  health 
services, and superior material circumstances (Goldthorpe, et al., 1980; Wadsworth, 
1991).    People  benefiting  from  such  environmental  advantages  may  be  better 
equipped to foster the cognitive development of their offspring through the provision 
of an intellectually stimulating home environment, greater educational opportunities 
and positive parenting.  Correspondingly, those people who develop poor cognitive 
skills in childhood often fail to achieve at school and consequently may lack the 
skills, motivation or confidence to attain occupational success.  As parents, they are 
more likely to adopt coercive parenting behaviours (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002) which 
may negatively affect the intellectual development of their offspring (Estrada, et al., 
1987; Kagan & Freeman, 1963; Smith & Brooks-Gunn, 1997), thus perpetuating a 
cycle of low cognitive ability from one generation to the next.    
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This  work  centres  on  these  intergenerational  associations  in  IQ,  and  aims  to 
examine intergenerational social mobility and parenting practices for their role in the 
transfer of cognitive ability between parents and their first-born offspring.  Four main 
objectives are addressed.  Firstly, intergenerational social mobility in the parental 
generation  is  examined  in  order  to  understand  how  and  why  improvement  or 
deterioration  in  social  standing  across  the  life  course  might  affect  the  cognitive 
development of the next generation.  One reason that social mobility may impact 
offspring IQ is that social background is associated with parenting behaviours, which 
in turn influence offspring cognitive development.  Thus, the second objective of this 
thesis is to examine a range of parenting practices – including the quality of the 
intellectual environment, cognitive stimulation, parental aspirations, parental interest 
in  education,  affection,  coercive  discipline  and  corporal  punishment  –  and  to 
determine  if  they  play  a  role  in  intergenerational  cognitive  ability  associations.  
Thirdly,  path  analysis  is  employed  to  examine  the  indirect  pathways  between 
parental IQ and offspring IQ (e.g. via parental education), with special emphasis on 
the role that parenting might play in this trans-generational relationship.  Finally, the 
role  of  parenting  practices  in  perpetuating  different  types  of  continuity  and 
discontinuity in cognitive ability is explored.  In particular, what makes some parents 
who excel on cognitive ability tests produce equally high achieving children, while 
others do not confer this advantage to their offspring?  Likewise, what do certain 
parents do, or fail to do, to ensure that their children do not replicate their own low or 
high  cognitive  ability  scores  respectively?    In  each  case,  cognitive  ability  in  the 
parental  and  offspring  generation  is  studied  at  age  eight.    Therefore, 
intergenerational continuity refers to similarity in childhood ability scores between 
generations, while discontinuity occurs when offspring outperform or underachieve 
on  cognitive ability  tests relative  to  their parents,  when tested at the same  age.  
Answering these questions should help develop our understanding of how cognitive 
ability  is  transferred  across  generations  and  identify  precisely  what  it  is  that 
contributes to continuity and discontinuity.   
 
These questions are examined using data from two linked longitudinal studies of 
parents from the British 1946 birth cohort and their children.  The 1946 birth cohort 
is a prospective study that first comprised 5,362 people born during one week in 
March 1946 who have been followed up regularly since birth.  A second-generation 
survey was undertaken in 1969 on 1,690 first-born children of either male or female 
members of the 1946 birth cohort born between 1965 and 1975.  These datasets 
provide high quality, long-term longitudinal data extending from childhood into adult 15 
 
life  and  across  generations.    They  form  an  unusual  and  remarkable  basis  for 
studying the relationship between the childhood IQ of the parents and the childhood 
IQ of their children, and what the mediators of this relationship are.   
 
An  understanding  of  how  intellectual  ability  is  transferred  between  parents  and 
offspring  may  help  us  identify  the  processes  whereby  disadvantaged  families 
unintentionally  cause their  children to  be at  risk of being on a  path of continual 
negativity.  Such understanding might help us to assist these families in protecting 
their  offspring  from  this  risk,  and  thus  break  an  otherwise  unceasing  cycle  of 
detriment. 
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2.  Literature Review 
 
2.1 Intelligence and cognitive ability 
People  differ  in  the  ability  to  understand  complex  ideas,  adapt  effectively  to  the 
environment, learn from experience, engage in various forms of reasoning and to 
solve problems (Neisser, et al., 1996).  The source of such variations in intelligence 
or cognitive ability has been the focus of debate for more than 100 years.  Various 
experts have asserted different definitions of intelligence: 
 
“The ability to carry out abstract thinking” (Terman, 1921) 
 
“Intelligence is whatever intelligence tests measure” (Boring, 1923) 
 
“The aggregate or global capacity of an individual to act purposefully, to think 
rationally, and to deal effectively with the environment” (Wechsler, 1944) 
 
“…a very general mental capability that, among other things, involves the ability 
to reason, plan, solve problems, think abstractly, comprehend complex ideas, 
learn quickly and learn from experience. It is not merely book learning, a narrow 
academic skill, or test-taking smarts. Rather, it reflects a broader and deeper 
capability for comprehending our surroundings—‘catching on’, ‘making sense’ of 
things, or ‘figuring out’ what to do.”  
(Editorial accompanied by 52 signatories) (Gottfredson, 1997) 
 
2.1.1 The general intelligence factor, g 
One of the most influential approaches to understanding intelligence is based upon 
psychometric testing, which regards intelligence as cognitive ability.  This derives 
from  work  begun  in  1904  by  Charles  Spearman,  who  noted  that  people  who 
excelled in one type of mental ability test did well on others, and that those who 
performed poorly on one of them also tended to be below average on the others.  
Based  upon  this  concept,  he  proposed  the  existence  of  a  general  factor  of 
intelligence – g – constituting the general mental ability common to many different 
cognitive abilities (Spearman, 1904).   
 
Throughout the twentieth century researchers argued for (Jensen, 1998; Spearman, 
1927) and against the general factor g (Guilford, 1956; Horn & Cattell, 2006), while 17 
 
others insisted that a range of uncorrelated narrow abilities (Guilford, 1956) or more 
specific  group  factors,  such  as  memory  or  number  facility  (Thurstone,  1938), 
accounted for individual differences.   
 
As a result of a series of factor analyses undertaken to clarify the complex patterns 
of correlation first observed by Spearman, together with a more recent reanalysis of 
more  than  400  datasets  by  Carroll  (1993),  a  hierarchical  model  of  intelligence 
gained prominence.  This model places g at the apex, with more specific aptitudes – 
the group factors – arrayed at successively lower levels just below g.  Below these 
are  skills  that  are  more  dependent  on  knowledge  or  experience,  such  as  the 
principles  and  practices  of  a  particular  job  or  profession  (figure  2.1).  The  most 
prominent group factors are verbal, spatial memory and processing speed (Deary, 
2001a).    This  hierarchical  structure  has  been  shown  to  be  highly  similar  across 
diverse ethnic groups as well as between the sexes (Carretta & Ree, 1995).   
 
Disputes over the utility of g have been many, with critics arguing that intelligence 
based upon test scores alone ignores important aspects of mental ability.  As a 
result, more recent theories derived from multiple forms of intelligence have also 
gained support, particularly among educators who recognise that psychometric tests 
based  upon  g do not always  distinguish the most able students (Neisser, et al., 
1996).  Gardner, for example, contended that there are several types of intelligence, 
including spatial, musical and interpersonal, and that every person has a profile of 
strengths  and  weaknesses  (Gardner,  1983).    Alternatively,  Sternberg  (1985) 
proposed  a  triarchic  theory  of  intelligence  composed  of  analytic,  creative  and 
practical abilities – of which only the first is measured to any significant extent by 
psychometric  tests.    Parallel  with  these  arguments,  developmental  psychologists 
have focused on those processes whereby children come to think intelligently, rather 
than on the measurement of individual differences.  Piaget, for example, described 
cognitive development as representing four levels, with development from one stage 
to the next being caused by the accumulation of errors in the child's understanding 
of  the  environment.    Such  accumulation  eventually  causes  thought  structures  to 
reorganise themselves (Piaget, 1971).  In contrast, biologists have suggested that 
certain aspects of brain anatomy and physiology might be relevant to intelligence, 
such as cerebral glucose metabolism (Haier, 1993) and brain size (Andreasen, et 
al., 1993). 
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Nevertheless, many researchers still regard g to be the most fundamental measure 
of intelligence, and while there is no absolute agreement on what g actually means it 
is often employed as the working definition of intelligence (Plomin & Spinath, 2002).  
For historical reasons  the  term  IQ,  which in the past  referred  to  the intelligence 
quotient formed by dividing mental age by chronological age, is often applied to 
describe scores on tests of psychometric intelligence.    
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Figure 2.1 The general intelligence factor, g. 
Figure 2.1 The hierarchical structure of cognitive ability differences, representing the group 
factors (verbal comprehension, perceptual organisation, working memory, processing speed) 
and  below  these,  the  skills  acquired  through  learning  (v:vocabulary;  s:similarities; 
i:information;  pc:picture  completion;  bd:block  design;  mr:matrix  reasoning;  a:arithmetic; 
ds:digit  span;  ln:letter–number  sequencing;  cd:digit-symbol  coding;  ss:symbol  search) 
(adapted from Deary, 2001). 
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2.1.2 Cognitive ability tests  
Cognitive ability tests, which originate in Alfred Binet’s 1904 test to measure the 
ability of children to succeed in school (Binet, 1905), come in many forms.  Some 
use  only  a  single  type  of  item  or  question  –  for  example,  the  Peabody  Picture 
Vocabulary Test, which is a measure of children's verbal intelligence (Dunn & Dunn, 
1997).  Others are designed to measure many different types of verbal and non-
verbal abilities (Neisser, et al., 1996).   Examples of these general tests include the 
Stanford-Binet (Thorndike, et al., 1986) and Wechsler tests (Wechsler, 1997).  Since 
people from differing cultural or ethnic groups may interpret test materials differently, 
depending on their experiences and backgrounds (Neisser, et al., 1996), cognitive 
ability  tests  are  usually  designed  to  apply  to  a  particular  population.    Similarly, 
developmentally-appropriate  tests  are  available  for  different  age  groups.    By 
convention ability test scores are usually converted to a scale where the mean is 
100 and the standard deviation 15.  The spread of IQ scores can be represented by 
the  normal  distribution  with  approximately  95%  of  the  population  having  scores 
within  two  standard  deviations  of  the  mean  –  that  is,  between  70  and  130 
(Spearman, 1927).   
 
There  is  general  consensus  that  g  accounts  for  approximately  half  the  variance 
among individuals in performance on diverse cognitive tests such that when g is 
taken into account, there is still variance attributable to the specific abilities that the 
test is meant to assess (Deary, 2001a).  As emphasised by the theories of multiple 
intelligences, psychometric tests do not measure a wide range of human ability – 
such as creativity and spatial awareness.  Test scores, however, are strongly related 
to school achievement (Deary, et al., 2007) and occupational performance (Schmidt 
& Hunter, 1998).   
 
Previous studies investigating intelligence as a determinant of differences in social 
status  and  material  conditions  in  adulthood  include  an  early  analysis  of  seven 
studies from the 1960s and 1970s by Jencks, et al., (1979). These studies ranged in 
size from 198 to 1,789 and they typically collected mental ability test scores during 
school  years  and  assessed  educational  and  occupational  outcomes  in  early 
adulthood.  They concluded that adolescent ability test scores accurately predicted 
educational outcomes and occupational status.  These associations remained after 
controlling  for  parental  background  variables  of  the  subjects.    In  an  unadjusted 
analysis  of  the  British  1958  birth  cohort  (also  known  as  the  National  Child 21 
 
Development Study), those achieving a professional class by age 42 had cognitive 
scores one-and-a-half standard deviations higher than those not reaching beyond 
the unskilled class, regardless of class of origin (Nettle, 2003).  Using data from the 
National  Longitudinal Survey  of Youth in the  USA, Hernstein and Murray  (1994) 
reported  inverse  associations  between  early  mental  ability  and  later  poverty, 
schooling, education, marriage, welfare dependency, child health, and crime.   
 
Considerable evidence exists that intelligence scores are relatively stable across the 
life course (Deary, et al., 2000; Deary, et al., 2004; Richards & Sacker, 2003) and 
that there is  a continuity in cognitive  ability between  generations.   For example, 
making  use  of  structural  equation  models  Guo,  et  al.,  (2000)  demonstrated  that 
maternal cognitive ability exerted a consistent positive influence on the intellectual 
development  of  offspring  across  four  measures  of  ability,  after  controlling  for  a 
variety of environmental factors such as cognitive stimulation, poverty and parenting 
style.    Furthermore,  parental  intelligence  scores  have  repeatedly  been  shown  to 
influence  offspring  intelligence  in  genetic  studies,  with  modest  correlations  of 
approximately 0.40 between parent and offspring scores (Plomin & Spinath, 2004).   
Such intergenerational similarities in cognitive ability are the product of both genetic 
and environmental factors.   
 
2.1.3 Genetic influences on cognitive ability 
Much of the evidence supporting a genetic influence on cognitive ability has come 
from  behavioural  genetic  studies,  which  apply  data  from  studies  of  twins  and 
adopted children to examine sources of variation in human traits and characteristics.  
These  natural  experiments  provide  information  on  genotype-environment 
correlations  that  indicate  similarity  of  observable  traits,  such  as  cognitive  ability 
between parents, offspring and siblings, whether or not they are genetically related.  
Assuming  a  genetic  influence,  genetically-related  family  members  living  together 
should  be  more  similar  than  adoptive  members  who  are  not  genetically  related, 
while genetically-related individuals adopted apart should be similar even though 
they do not share the same family environment.   
 
A review of more than 8,000 parent-offspring pairs, 25,000 sibling pairs, 10,000 twin 
pairs  and  hundreds  of  adoptive  families  by  Plomin  and  Spinath  (2004)  reported 
correlations of approximately 0.40 between parents and offspring and approximately 
0.45 for siblings in cognitive ability scores.  This resemblance is due both to genetic 22 
 
and to environmental influences, because such relatives share both.  In adoption 
studies of cognitive ability, intergenerational correlations between biological parents 
and  offspring  adopted into  another family  were higher (0.24) than those  seen in 
adoptive parents who had no genetic link with their children but who had brought 
them up (0.18) (Plomin & Spinath, 2004).  This suggests a genetic contribution to 
parent-offspring resemblance.  If the influence of parental intelligence on offspring 
ability was largely environmental in its effect, correlations would have been more 
similar in the two groups (Plomin, 2001).  The twin method supports that conclusion.  
Monozygotic twins (who share all of their genes) raised together show correlations 
of 0.86 for cognitive ability tests, while dizygotic twins (who share on average half of 
their genes) showed correlations of approximately 0.60.  Assuming that twins of both 
types  share  their  environments  (for  example,  parenting  received)  to  the  same 
extent, greater similarity in monozygotic versus dizygotic twins indicates a genetic 
influence (Plomin & Spinath, 2004).  
 
Correlations between relatives are typically utilised to compute heritability estimates, 
ranging from 0 to 1.  Heritability is interpreted as being the proportion of phenotypic 
variance that can be accounted for by genetic differences among individuals.  The 
remaining  variance  is  attributable  to  environmental  factors  such  as  nutrition  and 
education, and experimental errors such as a lack of reproducibility in a test (Plomin, 
2001).   Environmental influences can be further subdivided into two components: 
the  shared  and  unshared  environment.    The  shared  environment  refers  to 
experiences that are near perfectly correlated among family members (for example, 
the  number  of  books  at  home)  while  the  non-shared  environment  relates  to 
experiences  uncorrelated  among  siblings  (for  example,  exposure  to  different 
parenting  styles  or  peer  relationships).  The  non-shared  environment  therefore 
includes events or occurrences both inside and outside the family.  Simultaneous 
analyses of all the family, adoption and twin data reviewed by Plomin and Spinath 
(2004), yielded a mean estimate of heritability of approximately 50%, with genes 
accounting for about half the variation in cognitive ability, and environmental factors 
for the remaining 50%. 
 
These estimates, however, might be confounded by several factors.  Adoption into 
similar, yet separate, adoptive homes might exaggerate environmental influences 
when  comparing  adopted-apart  siblings  and  twins.    Furthermore,  resemblances 
between  biological  parents  and  their  adopted  offspring  might  reflect  prenatal 
environmental influences rather than genetic heritability (Plomin, 2001).  It has also 23 
 
been found that monozygotic twins (compared with dizygotic twins) are treated more 
similarly  by  their  parents,  spend  more  time  together  and  often  share  the  same 
friends (Maccoby, 2000).  These factors might weaken those findings that point in 
the direction of a genetic effect. 
 
It is important to note that heritability estimates refer to the contribution of genetic 
differences  to  observed  differences  among  individuals  for  a  specific  trait  in  a 
particular  population.    Indeed,  data  from  twin  studies  suggest  that  genetic  and 
environmental  contributions  to  cognitive  ability  vary  with  age  in  that  heritability 
increases  linearly  from  infancy  (20%)  to  childhood  (40%)  to  adulthood  (60%).  
Estimates of IQ heritability from the Texas Adoption Project and Colorado Adoption 
Project  increased  from  0.38  to  0.78,  while  estimates  of  shared  environmental 
influence decreased from 0.19 to 0.00 as the adopted children in the families being 
studied aged.  One plausible explanation for these age-related changes is that as 
individuals  age,  they  increasingly  choose  environments  in  accordance  with  their 
genetic predispositions, thereby diminishing the influence of their social origins and 
family background (Neisser, et al., 1996). 
 
There is also some evidence that the proportion of IQ variance attributable to genes 
and environment varies non-linearly with social background.  An analysis of twins, 
siblings,  half-siblings,  cousins  and  unrelated  siblings  reared  together  from  the 
National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, concluded that heritability increased, and the 
influence  of the shared  environment  decreased, as  parental education  increased 
(Rowe, et al., 1999).  In contrast, a study of impoverished families from the National 
Collaborative Perinatal Project, found that 60% of the variance in cognitive ability 
was accounted for by a shared environment while the contribution of genes was 
close to zero.  The opposite effect was found in affluent families (Turkheimer, et al., 
2003).   
 
Large heritability estimates do not necessarily mean that the environment has little 
or no effect on variations in cognitive ability.  Genetic effects are known to depend 
on environmental influences, such as the learning environment or family background 
(Plomin,  2001).    Vocabulary  size,  for  example,  has  been  shown  to  be  largely 
heritable.  Every word in the vocabulary of a person is learned, and this learning 
depends on exposure to new words as a genetic predisposition on the part of the 
individual to seek out and learn new words (Rutter, 2005). 
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Heritability  estimates  derived  from  genetic  studies  provide  the  best  available 
evidence  for  the  importance  of  environmental  influences  on  cognitive  ability.    In 
behaviour genetics, estimates of an environmental effect are derived by assuming 
that  genetic  and  environmental  results  can  be  separated  into  independent 
components that together add to 100% of the variance – that is, if heritability is 50%, 
environmental  factors  account  for  the  remaining  50%  (Plomin,  2001).    Although 
proper interpretation of the influence of environmental factors on cognitive ability 
requires simultaneous consideration of genetic effects, there is extensive evidence 
that a range of social and biological variables affect cognitive development.  
 
2.1.4 Environmental influences on cognitive ability 
2.1.4.1 Generational gains in cognitive ability scores: the Flynn effect 
One  of  the  most  prominent  environmental  effects  on  cognitive  ability  is  the 
generational  gains  in  mean  intelligence  scores  observed  over  the  past  several 
decades.    These  increases,  first  described  by  James  Flynn  (Flynn,  1984),  have 
been reported in numerous countries (Flynn, 1987; Lynn & Hampson, 1986) and 
have  occurred  during  time  spans  too  short  to  reflect  genetic  changes.    The 
magnitude of this so-called ‘Flynn effect’ has been shown to vary in time and place 
and by cognitive ability test, but can generally be summarised to be about three to 
five IQ points per decade (Teasdale & Owen, 2005).  As a result, most cognitive 
ability tests are periodically restandardised to a mean of 100 (Neisser, et al., 1996).   
 
These ability gains over the course of time do not seem to be accompanied by a 
corresponding  achievement  advantage,  thus  emphasising  the  fact  that  though 
steady  gains  in  general  knowledge,  vocabulary  and  reasoning  are  apparent,  the 
relative position of individuals in comparison with others of the same age has not 
changed.    Furthermore,  these  increases  have  occurred  despite  the  fact  that 
heritability  estimates  for  IQ  have  remained  relatively  stable  over  the  same  time 
period (Maccoby, 2000).  This highlights the fact that high heritability does not imply 
that cognitive ability is not also subject to the influence of environmental factors, or 
that  it  cannot  be  changed  by  alterations  in  environmental  conditions  (Dickens  & 
Flynn, 2001).   
 
The Flynn effect has been ascribed to several causes, including improved nutrition 
(Lynn, 1990) and educational development (Neisser, 1998).  The ‘Early Learning 25 
 
Centre’  theory  (Deary,  2001b)    suggests  that  test  materials  are  becoming  more 
familiar through, for example, children’s toys, television programmes and computer 
games, and this results in higher test scores.  Some studies concentrating on the 
distribution of cognitive ability scores across time have reported that generational 
intelligence gains are focused in the lower half of the distribution.  For example, 
Colom,  et  al.,  (2005)  presented  data  supporting  the  nutrition  hypothesis,  which 
posits  that  gains  in  cognitive  ability  occur  predominantly  at  the  low  end  of  the 
distribution where nutritional deprivation is most severe.   
 
2.1.4.2 Education and occupation 
Numerous longitudinal studies have reported significant associations between early 
socioeconomic  position  (SEP)  and  later  intelligence.      SEP  is  a  reflection  of  an 
individual’s  or  a  family’s  social  status  based  upon  their  control  of  economic 
resources  such  as  assets  or  knowledge  (Kuh,  et  al.,  2004).    Measures  of  SEP, 
which  include  level  of  education,  paternal  occupation,  income  and  housing 
conditions, are designed to identify adverse or protective factors that are socially 
patterned and reflect the social status of an individual.  Studies discussed in this 
review used a variety of SEP measures.  Some of them did not specify which aspect 
of social status they measured. 
  
Influences of parental SEP on offspring cognitive ability have been reported as early 
as 22 months (Feinstein, 2003), with effects continuing into adulthood (Jefferis, et 
al., 2002; Kaplan, et al., 2001; Lawlor, et al., 2005; Wilson, et al., 2005).  These 
associations  persisted  after  adjustment  for  a  wide  range  of  possible  mediating 
factors, including birth weight, breast-feeding (Jefferis, et al., 2002) and education 
(Jefferis, et al., 2002; Kaplan, et al., 2001; Wilson, et al., 2005).  In these studies, 
measures of social background were typically based upon paternal occupation at 
birth or parental educational attainment.  It was found that on the whole childhood 
intelligence was greater among those who had more highly educated parents, or a 
father who was employed in a professional occupation.  For example, in a study 
based  upon  longitudinal  data  from  a  cohort  of  children  born  in  Aberdeen,  low 
paternal social class at birth was found to be linearly associated with intelligence at 
ages seven, nine and 11 years after accounting for a range of perinatal, parental 
and childhood factors (Lawlor, et al., 2005).  In adjusted models, children from the 
lowest social class group had intelligence test scores that were on average almost 
14 points lower than those in more affluent social groups.  Evidence for a persistent 26 
 
effect of early social background across the life course is provided by a population-
based  study  of  496  Finnish men,  which  reported  that  lower  childhood  SEP  was 
associated with poorer adult cognitive function after adjusting for own educational 
attainment (Kaplan, et al., 2001).  However, Richards and Sacker (2003) used path 
analysis to show that the direct influence of paternal occupation on mid-life cognition 
was negligible, and was almost entirely mediated by childhood cognitive ability and, 
to a lesser extent, educational and occupational  attainment.  
 
The influence of paternal social class on childhood IQ is also important, because 
scores on tests of intelligence are known to be associated with intergenerational 
class mobility, with high scorers tending to improve their social positions compared 
with those  of their fathers  while  low  scorers  are inclined to move  downwards  in 
social status (Mascie-Taylor & Gibson, 1978; Nettle, 2003).   
 
2.1.4.3 Intergenerational social mobility 
Social mobility may be intragenerational or intergenerational – that is, movement 
may  occur  between  one  social  class  and  another  over  the  life  course  of  an 
individual, or may take place across generations respectively.  However, a person 
born  into  the  top  social  class  can  only  move  downwards  or  remain  stable  and 
someone born into the bottom social class can only move upwards or remain in the 
same class (Nettle, 2003).  
 
Influences on the probability and direction of social mobility include factors such as 
material resources of the  family  of origin,  education (Breen & Goldthorpe,  2001; 
Deary, et al., 2005; Jencks, 1979), and to a lesser extent the effect of individual 
differences such as height and health status (Blane, et al., 1999; Case, 2006).  Only 
a small number of studies have assessed the contribution of IQ to intergenerational 
social mobility.  The first of them applied correlation analyses to data from 5,083 
men from the 1958 British birth cohort.  Mobility was assessed using a measure of 
class trajectory calculated by subtracting the attained social class (defined according 
to  occupation)  from  the  paternal  social  class  so  that  those  with  a  zero  score 
remained stable, those with a positive score moved up the SEP scale and those with 
a negative score moved down.  It was found that regardless of social class origin, 
the higher the IQ, the more positive the social mobility (Nettle, 2003).  Deary, et al., 
(2005), in a study of 242 Scottish men born in 1921, found that for each standard 
deviation  increase in IQ score  at age  11, the chances of  upward social mobility 27 
 
increased by 69%, and the chances of downward mobility decreased by 35%.  In 
models adjusted for height, education and number of siblings, education was shown 
to  be  most  important  for  upward  mobility,  while  low  IQ  was  a  risk  factor  for 
downward social mobility.   
 
In  analyses  of  British  1946  birth  cohort  members, Wadsworth  (1991)  found  that 
intergenerational improvements in social class affected the cognitive development of 
their own children whose average scores on equivalent ability tests were higher.  
This suggests that intergenerational social mobility may play a role in facilitating the 
transfer of intellectual skills between generations.  The question of whether or not 
changes in social class position explain intergenerational associations in cognitive 
ability is one of the key questions addressed by this work.  Another central aim lies 
in  the  examination  of  the  effect  of  parenting  practices  on  intergenerational  IQ 
associations.    Evidence that parenting may be important in this relationship comes 
in part from the same study by Wadsworth, which noted that cohort members who 
were  upwardly mobile  were  more  likely  to  read  to  their  children  and  to  become 
involved  in  their  schooling  (Wadsworth,  1991).   He  also  observed  greater social 
participation and club membership among those in the higher social classes, and 
noted that they tended to ‘extend and diversify’ their patterns of social involvement.  
Similar findings were reported in a study of men aged 20 to 64 years (Goldthorpe et 
al., 1980) indicating that upwardly mobile individuals benefit from increasing income 
as  well  as  the  associated  advantages  of  good  nutrition  (Mishra,  et  al.,  2009), 
growing  parental  concern  for  educational  attainment  and  intellectual  stimulation.  
There  is  a  growing  body  of  research  suggesting  that  these  and  other  parenting 
practices are associated with offspring cognitive development.  
 
 
2.2 Parenting 
2.2.1 A historical perspective 
Parenting – and what constitutes good parenting – has been at the centre of a long-
standing debate.  Concepts of parenting have varied in accordance with prevailing 
cultural standards, and changes over the last century have reflected an increasing 
recognition of the concept of childhood and a growing concern for children’s rights.  
In the early 1900s, the most influential childcare expert was Dr Frederic Truby King, 
whose  ‘Twelve  Essentials’  for  the  raising  of  healthy  infants  were  at  the  time 28 
 
considered to be revolutionary.  These essentials were: air, sunshine, water, food, 
clothing,  bathing,  muscular  exercise,  sensory  stimulation,  warmth,  regularity, 
cleanliness,  mothering,  management,  rest  and  sleep.    He  advocated  babies 
spending much of the day on their own outside in the fresh air.  They should not be 
cuddled or comforted, even when in distress. Mothers were not encouraged to play 
with their babies, for fear of over excitement.  Fathers had no role to play other than 
earning money (King, 1913).   
 
Towards the middle of the twentieth century the idea that infant health was related to 
a mother’s commitment to parenting led to the concept of “maternal inefficiency or 
incompetence”.  The measures of maternal inefficiency were based upon factors 
that  were much  more  common  among  the  poor  through  their  lack  of resources, 
leading to the general view that middle-class people were in fact better parents than 
working-class people (Herrnstein & Murray, 1994).  For example, in the Newcastle 
1,000 families study in the 1950s, the measures used to judge standards of family 
life included ‘parent chronically sick’, ‘defective sleeping arrangements’ and ‘serious 
debt’ -  factors strongly correlated with lower social status (Spence, et al., 1954).   
 
A  more  child-centred  approach  came  into  prominence  as  a  result  of  increased 
interest  in  the  psychological  and  social  development  of  children.    This  interest 
evolved from experiments by Harlow on maternal deprivation and social isolation in 
Rhesus  monkeys  that  demonstrated  the  importance  of  care-giving  and 
companionship in the early stages of primate development (Harlow, et al., 1965).  
Following  on  from  this,  Bowlby’s  work  on  attachment  theory  had  a  profound 
influence on the way that parent-child relationships were viewed (Bowlby, 1988).  He 
recognised the importance of parental affection and the role of parents in fostering a 
secure and loving relationship with their child early in life.  He identified a sensitive 
period in the first five years of life when children were most dependent on parents 
for physical and emotional nurturance and protection.  Subsequent work has shown 
that a secure and affectionate parent-child relationship during this period is related 
to positive mental health (Canetti, et al., 1997) and cognitive development later in 
life (Vanijzendoorn & Vanvlietvisser, 1988). 
 
2.2.2 Recent developments in parenting research 
In  the  late  1970s  there  was  a  marked  increase  in  the  volume  and  breadth  of 
research on parenting, with important contributions coming from the developmental 29 
 
and  psychological  literature.    This  arose  as  a  result  of the  apparent  increase  in 
behavioural problems (Collishaw, et al., 2004), child abuse and neglect, and juvenile 
crime  and  delinquency  –  for  which  parents  were  considered  to  be  responsible 
(Taylor, et al., 2000).  A review of the literature reveals that a wide range of criteria 
have been applied to define parenting, each of which varies in the number of items 
included, the definition, and mode of administration (summarised in table 2.1).  The 
diversity of these criteria demonstrates that parenting, either good or bad, is difficult 
to define and equally difficult to measure.    
 
2.2.2.1 Authoritative, authoritarian and permissive parenting 
One of the dominant theories in development research on parenting, developed by 
Baumrind, categorises parents into three groups – authoritative, authoritarian and 
permissive – based upon the degree of control that they maintain over their children 
(Baumrind, 1971; Baumrind, 1991).  Authoritative parenting is characterised by high 
expectations of compliance with parental rules and directions, an open dialogue on 
those rules and behaviours, and a child-centred approach characterised by warmth 
and high parental involvement, such as encouragement and an active participation 
in the child’s life.  Alternatively, authoritarian parenting involves the use of more 
coercive techniques to gain compliance, and little parent-child dialogue. This is a 
parent-centred  approach  characterised  by  a  low  level  of  trust  and  engagement 
towards the child with strict control.  Permissive parenting is regarded as having few 
behavioural  expectations  for  the  child  and  is  characterised  by  non-demanding 
parental  behaviour  and  a  lack  of  parental  control.    The  permissive  parent  is 
generally  described  as  lax  and  inconsistent,  and  uses  withdrawal  of  love  as  a 
punishment. They also tend to show their ambivalence over discipline by alternating 
between praise and punishment.  Many measures of parenting have been based 
upon Baumrind’s three global typologies (e.g. Robinson, et al., 1995).  Most notably, 
Maccoby and Martin (1983) revised Baumrind's conceptual framework to distinguish 
between two types of permissive parenting: those that are indulgent (warm but non-
demanding)  and  those  that  are  neglectful  (non-demanding,  non-controlling,  and 
uninvolved). 
 
These parenting styles are known to differ according to their affect upon children.  
There is consistent evidence that the authoritative style is associated with the best 
outcomes in many domains of child development, including psychosocial functioning 
(Lamborn, et al., 1991), academic achievement (Aunola, et al., 2000; Radziszewska, 30 
 
et al., 1996), emotional well-being, and behavioural adjustment (Steinberg, et al., 
1994).  This has been attributed to the encouragement of independent problem-
solving  and  critical  thinking.    In  turn,  it  has  been  suggested  that  authoritarian 
parenting detracts from learning by discouraging active exploration and problem-
solving  (Hess  &  Mcdevitt,  1984)  while  permissive  parents  do  not  foster  self-
regulation in children, which may leave them to be more impulsive and more likely to 
underachieve academically (Onatsu-Arvilommi & Nurmi, 1997). 
 
2.2.2.2 Intellectual stimulation in the home environment 
The developmental literature has also focused on aspects thought to be important 
for the psychosocial and cognitive development of children, such as the level and 
quality  of  intellectual  stimulation  that  parents  provide,  as  well  as  the  variety  of 
learning tasks that they facilitate or engage in with their children.  One of the first 
measures designed specifically to assess the quality and quantity of stimulation and 
support available to a child in the home environment was the Home Observation for 
Measurement  of  the  Environment  (HOME)  inventory.    This  instrument  was  first 
developed and used by Betty Caldwell and her colleagues in a longitudinal study 
during the 1960s (Elardo, et al., 1975).  
 
Four age-appropriate versions of the inventory have subsequently been developed, 
each of which makes use of ratings of parent behaviour and the home environment 
based upon in-home observations of parent-child interactions and interviews with 
parents. The scales are comprised of variables that fall into three main categories: 
cognitive variables describing the experiences and materials that influence the level 
of  cognitive  stimulation  in  the  home;  social  variables  describing  parent-child 
interaction; and physical environment variables describing the organisation of the 
physical  environment  (Bradley,  1994).    Cognitive  stimulation  is  indicated  by  the 
presence of toys that teach colour, size and shape.  The HOME inventory is one of 
the  most  widely  used  observer  rating  scales  and  has  been  validated  in  many 
populations.    Research  has  consistently  demonstrated  the  association  between 
scores  on  the  scale  and  measures  of  cognitive,  language,  emotional  and  social 
development  in  normal  and  at-risk  populations  (Totsika  &  Sylva,  2004).    This 
measure, however, has been criticised on the grounds that the outcomes are highly 
correlated  with  family  SEP  and  therefore  might  be  measuring  the  effects  of 
socioeconomic status rather than parenting (Taylor, et al., 2000).  Other measures 
used in the literature to demonstrate the positive effects of parental facilitation of 31 
 
development on cognitive and educational outcomes include parental aspirations 
and  attitudes  towards  learning  (Hobcraft,  1998)  and  engagement  in  learning-
oriented  tasks  such  as reading  and  outings (Cairns,  et  al.,  1998;  Guo  &  Harris, 
2000; Marjoribanks, 2001; Marjoribanks, 2003; Maughan, et al., 1998). 
 
2.2.2.3 Discipline 
One aspect of parenting that appears repeatedly in the literature is discipline.  This 
most often refers to methods that parents use to discourage inappropriate behaviour 
and  to gain compliance  from children (Locke &  Prinz, 2002).   Some disciplinary 
techniques have been shown to encourage appropriate child behaviour and prevent 
misbehaviour  (for  example,  use  of  clear  rules  and  requests,  brief  withdrawal  of 
privileges and reasoning to increase the child’s awareness of the consequences of 
certain behaviours).  Others are seen as ineffective because they reinforce child 
misbehaviour or model inappropriate behaviour (for example, poor temper control) 
(Regalado, et al., 2004).  Examples of ineffective discipline practices, often termed 
maladaptive parenting in the literature, include excessive attention leading to social 
reinforcement  of  bad  behaviour,  use  of  harsh  physical  punishment  and  frequent 
reliance  on  coercion  (Locke  &  Prinz,  2002).    Coercive  parenting,  which  is  often 
measured using items that fall under Baumrind’s authoritarian typology, refers to 
external pressure that parents place on their children by adopting practices such as 
harsh  discipline,  bullying,  deprivation  of  privileges,  hostility,  and  threats.    Such 
practices  are  especially  associated  with  behavioural  problems  including 
delinquency, drug abuse and aggression (Bor & Sanders, 2004; Tremblay, et al., 
2004). 
 
One form of discipline that has undergone a vast change in perspective over the 
past century is that of corporal punishment.  A commonly cited modern definition of 
corporal punishment is “the use of physical force with the intention of causing a child 
to experience pain but not injury, for the purposes of correction or control of the 
child’s behaviour” (Elliman & Lynch, 2000).  Other terms used to describe corporal 
punishment  in  the  literature  include:  whip,  smack,  thrash,  strike,  hit,  beat,  belt, 
paddle and cane.  Historically, Victorian Britain promoted the beating of children into 
obedience and duty and felt that they were divinely commanded not to “spare the 
rod and spoil the child” (Baron, 2005).  However, since the 1950s there has been a 
shift from a complete acceptance of corporal punishment to one of limited approval, 
with the cane being outlawed in British schools in the 1986 Education Act.  Much of 32 
 
this decline in the practice and approval of smacking children arose from increasing 
concern for children’s rights (Davis, et al., 2004), and more recently from questions 
arising about the efficacy of corporal punishment (Elliman & Lynch, 2000).  Previous 
studies have established that under certain circumstances the corporal punishment 
of children can increase short-term compliance with parental commands, although 
comparisons in the same studies with alternative punishments such as one-minute 
time-outs did not establish that corporal punishment was more effective (Elliman & 
Lynch, 2000).  Furthermore, some evidence suggests that its use is associated with 
adverse outcomes such as antisocial behaviour (Grogan-Kaylor, 2005). 
 
2.2.2.4 Nurturance and responsivity 
Two other widely studied parenting constructs are nurturance and responsivity.  The 
former is concerned with the provision of a positive atmosphere for the parent-child 
relationship and the child’s emotional development, and includes affection, verbal 
statements of love and playing a game together (Locke & Prinz, 2002).  The HOME 
inventory, for example, asks the observer to record whether they saw behaviours 
such as a parent spontaneously praising a child’s qualities; caressing, kissing, or 
cuddling  a  child;  or  using  a  term  of  endearment  (Caldwell  &  Bradley,  1984).  
Responsivity goes a step further and recognises that the crucial feature in parent-
child interactions includes both variety and meaningfulness of parental input in the 
stimulus sense, as well as reciprocity of interactions in terms of the active role taken 
by the child (Rutter, 1985).  
 
It is also conceivable that not only does parenting affect the behaviour of children, 
but also that their reactions can influence the behaviour of their parents.  This idea 
arose  following  studies  showing  that  parenting  practices  varied  according  to  the 
characteristics of the child.  Early studies by Bell (1968) reported that parents were 
more likely to employ physical punishment when children were hyperactive or erratic 
in their behaviour.  Similarly, boys have been shown to be punished more severely 
than girls indulging in similar behaviour, while maternal discipline is known to shift 
from physical techniques to verbal methods as children get older (Carter & Welch, 
1981).   
 
As  can  be  seen  from  the  diverse  range  of  criteria  used  to  measure  parenting 
practices, no single definition of good parenting exists.  Nevertheless, the reviewed 
studies agree that the relevant features include the provision of a variety of activities 33 
 
and  experiences,  ample  parent-child  play  and  conversation,  responsivity  to  the 
child’s verbal and non-verbal signals, parental nurturance, teaching of specific skills 
and opportunities for the child to explore, and to try out new skills and activities.  It is 
also  acknowledged  that  the  child’s  active  rather  than  passive  participation  is 
important so that there is sensitivity and responsiveness in reacting to the child’s 
approaches and questions, and reciprocity in patterns of parent-child interactions 
(Rutter, 1985).  In response to this seemingly endless list of what constitutes good 
parenting, many researchers have adopted the concept of ‘good enough parenting’.  
This  idea  was  first  documented  60  years  ago  by  Donald  Winnicott  (1965).    He 
recognised  that  it  is  unrealistic  to  demand  perfect  parenting  and  to  do  so 
undermines the  efforts of  the vast majority  of parents who  are in most  respects 
‘good enough’ to meet their children’s needs.  Attempts at identifying the criteria that 
cause  some  parents  to  be  ‘good  enough’  and  others  ‘not  good  enough’  have 
focused on the development and antecedents of parenting practices across the life 
course and between generations.   
 
2.2.3 Predictors of parenting practices 
2.2.3.1 Intergenerational continuities in parenting 
Part of the explanation for the behaviours of parents towards their offspring may 
reside in their own experiences as children.  A small number of longitudinal studies 
of  general  population  samples,  many  from  the  developmental  literature,  have 
concluded that those who were harshly treated as children grow up to subject their 
own children to similar practices (Conger, et al., 2003; Glass, 1999; Hops, et al., 
2003; Wadsworth, 1985).  For example, a study of aggressive parenting involving 
more  than  600  people  found  that  parental  aggression  predicted  aggressive 
parenting  by  their  children  more  than  20  years  later  (Huesmann,  et  al.,  1984).  
Similarly,  Conger,  et  al.,  (2003),  employing  structural  equation  modelling, 
demonstrated a direct connection between aggressive parenting in one generation 
and  similar  behaviours  in  the  next.    For  this  study,  parenting  behaviours  were 
measured when the second generation reached 15 to 17 years of age and then 
when they themselves were parents, five to seven years later.  More recently, a 
body  of  research  focusing  on  the  continuity  of  constructive  parenting  across 
generations,  including  warm-sensitive  parenting  (Belsky,  et  al.,  2005),  parental 
support (Chassin, et al., 1998) and supportive parenting (Chen & Kaplan, 2001), has 
also emerged.  34 
 
 
These parenting behaviours may be replicated across generations as a result of the 
tendency of individuals to maintain the SEP (and the associated risk or protective 
factors) in which they were brought up.  For example, the stressors associated with 
low SEP may promote irritability and increase the likelihood of harsh parenting in 
successive generations.  Alternatively, the social background of an individual may 
influence that person’s approach and attitude to parenting regardless of the SEP 
achieved in adulthood (Simons, et al., 1991).  Conger, et al., (2003), in their study 
on  aggressive  parenting  found  evidence  supporting  a  social  learning  model  that 
hypothesises that children learn how to raise their own children from the ways in 
which  they  themselves  were  parented  and  through  direct  training  resulting  from 
thousands of parent-child interactions over the course of time.  Chen and Kaplan 
(2001) suggested an alternative explanation for the intergenerational relationship in 
parenting practices based upon the life course approach.  They established that 
variables measured later in adolescence and early adulthood partly mediated the 
relationship between parent and offspring parenting practices.  They demonstrated 
that early experiences in the parental home engendered general interaction styles in 
interpersonal relations and also affected the type and extent of social involvement 
(such as continuing participation in schooling or religious organisations).  These in 
turn  were  directly  associated  with  constructive  parenting  practices.    This  is 
consistent  with  previous  studies  where  personality  and  the  development  of  a 
particular  belief  system  have  both  been  implicated  in  the  transmission  of  harsh 
parenting (Putallaz, et al., 1998). 
 
Many of the findings relating to intergenerational continuities in parenting are based 
upon  very  small  sample  sizes.    A  further  methodological  limitation  is  that  the 
measures of parenting generally varied between the two generations, and few of 
them  assessed  parenting  when  offspring  were  the  same  age  in  successive 
generations,  thereby  distorting  intergenerational  associations.    Adolescence,  for 
example,  is  a  period  where  parent-child  relationships  undergo  considerable 
adjustment,  and  parenting  practices  directed  towards  adolescent  children  will 
conceivably  be  different  from  those  involving  younger  children  (Chen  &  Kaplan, 
2001).  The empirical evidence for the intergenerational transmission of parenting 
practices  is  therefore  fairly  weak  and  this  is  confounded  by  the  difficulty  of 
comparing findings between studies since they are based upon different parenting 
practices  in  a  variety  of  populations  at  different  points  across  the  life  course.  35 
 
Stronger  evidence  is  available  for  the  role  of  social  and  educational  factors  in 
predicting parenting practices.  
 
2.2.3.2 Education and occupation 
Socioeconomic factors have been shown to have a direct influence on parenting 
behaviour,  both  in  disciplinary  practices  and  the  ways  that  the  intellectual 
development of the child is fostered.  Evidence for an effect of SEP at birth on later 
parenting skills was provided by a study that tracked 57 women and their offspring 
over a 17-year period.  Using path analysis, this study showed that the mother’s 
SEP  as a  child  determined the quality of the  ‘literacy’ environment in which  her 
offspring were brought up (Cairns, et al., 1998).  There is also evidence that poverty, 
income  loss  and  unemployment  variously  reduce  the  degree  of  responsiveness, 
warmth,  and  nurturance  of  parents  towards  their  children  while  increasing 
inconsistent disciplinary practices and the use of harsh punishment (Elder, et al., 
1985;  Herrnstein  &  Murray,  1994;  Lempers,  et  al.,  1989;  McLeod  &  Shanahan, 
1993).   
 
Data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth indicated that children from 
poor  families  had  reduced  access  to  many  recreational  opportunities  and  other 
learning situations and materials from infancy to adolescence.  They were less likely 
to be taken on trips, to visit a library or museum, or be given lessons directed at 
enhancing their skills (Bradley, et al., 2001).  Without such opportunities, children 
can become bored and frustrated, leading to negative behaviour that contributes to 
the coercive styles of parenting seen in families of lower SEP (Bradley & Corwyn, 
2002).  Harsh discipline has also been associated with young parents.  In several 
studies teenage mothers used corporal punishment more frequently compared with 
those of 20 years and older (Regalado, et al., 2004; Wissow, 2002).  The basis for 
this association is uncertain since SEP variables, including household income and 
maternal education were controlled for in these analyses.  It might be attributable to 
inexperience on the part of teenage parents. 
 
Parental education may also influence the social distribution of parenting practices.  
In members of the British 1946 birth cohort, Wadsworth (1986) found that better 
educated mothers reported themselves to be less punitive, more affectionate, more 
stimulating and more imaginative in terms of coping with boredom in their children.  
In a study of low-income families, mothers whose partners had benefited from a 36 
 
higher level of education received higher scores on ratings of sensitivity and positive 
regard (Kagan & Freeman, 1963).  Mothers possessing greater levels of education 
were  also  shown  to  be  less  likely  to  apply  restrictive  or  coercive  methods  of 
discipline  and more  likely  to  justify  any  punishments  imposed.    One explanation 
might  be  that  certain  elements  of  parenting  are  altered  by  available  financial 
resources and the extent of parental educational achievements so that children from 
relatively high SEP families experience an intellectually more advantageous home 
environment  (Herrnstein  &  Murray,  1994).    Family  income,  for  instance,  might 
influence the quantity and quality of books available at home, as well as the number 
of  cultural  trips  that  a  family  can  afford  that  serve  an  intellectual  purpose.  
Furthermore, SEP may affect the ways that parents interact with their children.  Poor 
living  conditions,  ill  health  and  unemployment  may  variously  lead  to  greater 
psychosocial stress among lower SEP parents, rendering them less responsive to 
their children’s needs (Guo & Harris, 2000).   
 
2.2.3.3 Mental health  
Mental health  is another  important factor  affecting the quality of parenting.  The 
literature  on  parenting  behaviours  of  those  with  mental  illness  covers  a  wide 
expanse of parenting practices and comprises studies of diverse samples, methods 
and  measures  in  children  ranging  from  infancy  to  adolescence.    Definitions  of 
mental illness extend from clinical diagnoses to elevated symptoms reported on a 
standardised  psychiatric  interview,  and  include  current  diagnosis  and  lifetime 
diagnoses.  Since childbirth itself increases the risk of serious psychiatric symptoms, 
such as  depression and anxiety,  with an  elevated risk continuing throughout the 
early  years  of  parenting  (Downey  &  Coyne,  1990), much  of  the  attention  in  the 
parenting literature is on mental illness in mothers.   
 
Maternal mental illness is associated with a number of parenting problems, including 
increased hostility, higher rates of negative interactions (Lovejoy, et al., 2000) as 
well as the use of coercive discipline (Bor & Sanders, 2004) and more permissive 
parenting (Gisselmann, 2006).  In a meta-analysis of 46 observational studies of 
maternal depression and parenting behaviour, Lovejoy, et al., (2000) concluded that 
depressed mothers of infants and young children were more hostile and irritable, 
more disengaged from their children and registered lower rates of play and other 
positive  social  interactions.    In  another  analysis  of  postnatal  depression,  which 
specifically looked at maternal depressive illness following childbirth, mothers with 37 
 
depressive symptoms had reduced odds of playing with and talking to their infants 
(McLearn, et al., 2006a).  One of the few studies to include both mothers and fathers 
demonstrated that self-reported depressive symptoms were associated with fewer 
positive  parent-infant  interactions,  with  a  particular  reduction  in  the  degree  of 
enrichment  interactions,  including  reading,  telling  stories  and  singing  songs 
(Paulson,  et  al.,  2006).    Overall,  these  effects  were  moderated  by  the  timing of 
depression with current depression associated with the greatest effects.  In studies 
of  women  with  lifetime  mental  illness,  the  mother-child  interactions  were  more 
negative and coercive than in the control groups (Lovejoy, et al., 2000; McLearn, et 
al., 2006b).   
 
Such findings  of impaired  parenting are not specific to depressive  disorders.  In 
another review of mothers with serious mental illness, which included diagnoses of 
depression,  schizophrenia,  bipolar  disorder  and  affective  disorder,  diagnosed 
mothers  of  school-age  children  were  found  to  be  less  encouraging  and  less 
responsive towards their children, as well as being less active in interactions with 
them (Oyserman, et al., 2000).   
 
Parental  mental  illness  has  also  been  shown  to  elevate  children’s  academic 
problems (Oyserman, et al., 2005) and to have long-lasting effects on their cognitive 
development (Cogill, et al., 1986).  A study of 317 low-income mothers all diagnosed 
with serious mental illness, attributed poor academic outcomes to a lack of parenting 
confidence, most notably an inability to impart appropriate discipline (Oyserman, et 
al., 2005). 
 
These diverse patterns of parenting that vary according to mental health, education 
and occupation assume that parental behaviour is a learned pattern that reflects a 
history of influences across the life course, as well as current stresses and child 
characteristics.    Nevertheless,  behaviour  genetic  techniques  have  identified 
important genetic influences on parenting in addition to those environmental factors 
already discussed. 
 
2.2.3.4 Genetic effects  
Much  of  the  evidence  for  a  genetic  effect  on  parenting  comes  from  child-based 
designs that investigate the extent to which children’s genetic propensities affect 
their parents’  behaviour by  comparing the  similarity  in the  parenting received  by 38 
 
monozygotic and dizygotic twins.  Using this design, the child’s genes are the unit of 
measurement.  Thus genetically-influenced characteristics of children are expected 
to affect the way that parents treat them, so that monozygotic twins would tend to be 
parented  more  similarly  than  dizygotic  twins,  and  full  siblings  parented  more 
similarly than half or step-siblings (Neiderhiser, et al., 2004).  In more than a dozen 
of  such  studies,  higher  monozygotic  than  dizygotic  twin  correlations  indicated 
genetic influences on parenting dimensions, including parental warmth and support 
(Elkins, et al., 1997), discipline (Knafo & Plomin, 2006; Wade & Kendler, 2000) and 
negativity (Neiderhiser, et al., 2004).  In contrast, primarily environmental influences 
were found for measures of parental monitoring and control, with little evidence of 
genetic influences (Deater-Deckard, 2000; Plomin, et al., 1994; Rowe, 1981).  This 
approach, however, has its limitations in that genetic influences on parenting are 
measured only indirectly via genetic influences on children’s behaviour that elicit 
certain parenting behaviours.  For example, children who are relatively well adapted 
may predispose parents to respond with positive affection and positive discipline 
(Knafo & Plomin, 2006).  The complementary genetic design that relies on parents, 
such as twins who are parents, centres instead on the influence of parents’ genes 
on how they parent their children (Neiderhiser, et al., 2004; Plomin, et al., 1994). 
 
Few  investigations  have  used  a  parent-based  design  to  assess  genetic  and 
environmental influences on parenting.  Those of them that have, report inconsistent 
results.    A  study  of  twin  women  who  were  parents found that  genetic  and  non-
shared environmental influences were important for maternal warmth, while shared 
and non-shared environmental influences explained all of the variance for maternal 
protectiveness and authoritarianism (Kendler, 1996).  Applying the same measures 
of  parenting,  Perusse,  et  al.,  (1994)  found  genetic  influences  for  all  parenting 
behaviours but no evidence for an environmental effect.  Somewhat different results 
were reported in a separate study which found that both genetic and non-shared 
environmental influences were important for parental warmth and negative control 
(Losoya, et al., 1997).  In another study of 300 twin pairs from Germany, a moderate 
genetic  influence  was  observed  for  over-protectiveness,  authoritarianism  and 
supportive parenting (Spinath & O'Connor, 2003).  Overall, the evidence supporting 
a genetic influence on parenting is contradictory.  This may be due to variations in 
the study populations or designs but there is some suggestion that genetic factors 
may well operate alongside the environmental influences already discussed.   
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What  is  evident  from  the  literature  is  that  many  influences  exist  across  the  life 
course  that  affect  the  development  of  parenting  skills.    Social,  educational  and 
genetic factors accumulate across the lives of parents to determine their behaviours 
towards their children.  Furthermore, different parenting practices are known to be 
associated  with  a  variety  of  outcomes  in  the  succeeding  generation,  including 
antisocial  behaviour  (Dogan,  et  al.,  2007;  Grogan-Kaylor,  2005),  academic 
competence and, most notably, cognitive ability (Andersson, et al., 1996; Estrada et 
al., 1987; Olson & Kaskie, 1992; Wadsworth, 1986).   
 
2.2.4 Parenting practices and offspring cognitive ability 
Interest in the potential impact of parenting behaviours on cognitive outcomes in the 
next  generation  arose  out  of  a  series  of  early  investigations  using  the  HOME 
inventory  by  Caldwell,  Bradley  and  Eldardo  which,  although  based  upon  small 
sample sizes, provided initial evidence of a strong association between maternal 
responsivity, maternal involvement with the child and the provision of appropriate 
play materials, and mental test performance (Bradley & Caldwell, 1976a; 1976b; 
1980;  1984)  and  language  competence  (Elardo,  1977)  between  the  ages  of  six 
months and four years.   
 
However, it is important to determine whether associations between parenting and 
the cognitive abilities of children are independent of parental cognitive ability or are 
perhaps  accounted  for  by  this.    This  work  therefore  examines  which  aspects  of 
parenting  have  the  strongest  effects  on  offspring  cognitive  development  and 
whether  or  not  these  parenting  practices  are  involved  in  the  intergenerational 
transfer of cognitive ability.  The background to these questions was considered in a 
review  of  prospective  longitudinal  studies  that  directly  assessed  the  influence  of 
parenting practices on offspring cognitive ability in early childhood.  Some 14 such 
studies were identified (they are summarised in table 2.1).  Three of the selected 
studies related to analyses of British birth cohorts (Douglas, 1967; Maughan, et al., 
1998; Richards & Wadsworth, 2004; Wadsworth, 1986) and one was based upon 
the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth conducted in the USA (Guo & Harris, 
2000).  The studies ranged in size from 50 (Kagan &  Freeman, 1963)  to  2,742 
parent-offspring pairs (Maughan, et al., 1998), year of birth from 1946 (Douglas, 
1967; Richards & Wadsworth, 2004) to 1999 (Lugo-Gil & Tamis-LeMonde, 2008; 
Tamis-LeMonde, et al., 2004), aspect of parenting measured, age of offspring (three 40 
 
to 11 years) and type of cognitive assessment.  Most notably, ‘parenting’ was poorly 
defined and varied markedly between the various studies.  
 
Overall, the studies indicated that teaching specific skills (Tamis-LeMonde, et al., 
2004),  providing  opportunities  for  children  to  explore  and  try  out  new  skills  and 
activities (Guo & Harris, 2000), parental encouragement (Douglas, 1967; Maughan, 
et al., 1998),  nurturance (Andersson, et al., 1996), and affection  (Estrada et al., 
1987;  Guo  &  Harris,  2000;  Wadsworth,  1986)  all  benefit  cognitive  development, 
whereas controlling, harsh and coercive behaviours (Estrada et al., 1987; Kagan & 
Freeman, 1963; Smith & Brooks-Gunn, 1997) adversely affect cognitive outcomes.  
What  is  also  evident  is  that  in  addition  to  learning  opportunities  and  materials, 
children require a responsive, reciprocal interaction and communication rather than 
a one-way input (Olson & Kaskie, 1992; Rutter, 1985). 
 
Kagan and Freeman (1963) showed that the positive effects of maternal justification 
of  discipline  and  the  detrimental  influence  of  coerciveness  on  children’s  ability 
scores remained significant after the effect of maternal education was partialled out.  
In a study of 128 Bermudan families, Scarr (1985) found that maternal discipline 
techniques were significantly related to offspring cognitive ability at the age of four 
but these positive relations were fully accounted for by maternal cognitive ability and 
education.  Another study of 715 low birth weight children reported that high levels 
of harsh physical punishment were associated with lower mean ability scores in girls 
after  adjusting  for  the  effects  of  maternal  education,  SEP  and  birth  weight.  
However, the selective nature of this study population might have distorted effect 
estimates since premature children are known to be at risk of harsher parenting as 
behavioural  characteristics  render  them  more  difficult  and  less  responsive  to 
maternal interactions and care-giving (Hoy, et al., 1988).  In another study, Estrada, 
et al. (1987) reported that the affective quality of the mother-child relationship, which 
measured levels of warmth, responsiveness and punitiveness, were correlated with 
children’s four and six year ability scores after maternal cognitive ability and SEP 
had been taken into account.  Consistent with this finding, Olson and Kaskie (1992) 
reported  that  verbal  interaction  between  mothers  and  their  children  remained 
positively associated with offspring ability scores at ages six and eight years after 
controlling for SEP.  However, these studies were based upon correlation analyses 
of small sample sizes ranging from 50 (Kagan & Freeman, 1963) to 715 (Smith & 
Brooks-Gunn, 1997) parent-child pairs. The findings should therefore be viewed with 
some caution.   41 
 
 
More  robust  support  for  the  role  of  parenting  practices  in  predicting  offspring 
cognitive ability  is  provided by a  number of regression  analyses.  In a study  by 
Andersson,  et  al.,  (1996)  of  234  mothers  and  their  small-for-gestational-age 
children, the relationship between maternal nurturance and cognitive ability scores 
in boys, but not girls, remained after the effects of maternal cognitive ability and SEP 
were controlled.  In two high-risk sample of low-income families (Lugo-Gil & Tamis-
LeMonde, 2008; Tamis-LeMonde, et al., 2004), the positive effects of supportive 
parenting on offspring cognitive ability scores at 24 and 36 months remained when 
parental education and SEP were taken into account.   The five population-based 
studies which used prospective data from the two British birth cohorts (Douglas, 
1967; Maughan, et al., 1998; Richards & Wadsworth, 2004; Wadsworth, 1986) and 
the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth in the USA (Guo & Harris, 2000) provide 
the  most  robust  evidence  for  an  association  between  parenting  variables  and 
offspring cognitive ability.  In the 1958 birth cohort, parental interest was positively 
associated  with  offspring  ability  in  analyses  adjusted  for  SEP  and  parental 
education.    There  was  also  some  evidence  that  cognitive  development  in  girls 
benefited from parental reading habits (Maughan, et al., 1998).  In support of this 
finding,  a  study  of  57  mother-offspring  pairs  reported  that  a  high  literacy 
environment, defined according to how often mothers read to their children, was 
associated with increases in ability scores in girls, but not boys (Cairns, et al., 1998).  
 
Guo  and  Harris  (2000)  employed  structural  equation  modelling  to  show  that 
maternal cognitive ability, but not educational attainment, was positively and directly 
related  to  offspring  cognition.    However,  both  education  and  mother’s  cognition 
exerted a highly significant and independent effect on cognitive stimulation, which in 
turn  predicted  offspring  intellectual  development.    This  finding  points  towards  a 
possible role for parental intelligence and education in determining offspring mental 
ability through its effect on the development of parenting behaviours.   
 
2.2.4.1 Evidence from the British 1946 birth cohort 
Previous analyses of the British 1946 birth cohort, which included more than 1,500 
parent-offspring pairs, revealed associations between various parenting measures 
and  cognitive  outcomes  in  cohort  members  when  they  were  children  (Douglas, 
1967; Richards & Wadsworth, 2004), and also in cohort members and their second-
generation offspring (Wadsworth, 1986).  Average to poor maternal management 42 
 
and understanding was strongly associated with lower cognitive ability at age eight 
independent  of  paternal  social  class  and  maternal  education  (Richards  & 
Wadsworth, 2004).  Douglas (1967) showed that cohort members whose parents 
gave them the most encouragement and took an interest in their school work did 
better in picture intelligence tests as well as in reading, vocabulary and arithmetic at 
both eight and 11 years of age.  Social class differences were also evident in this 
cohort in that middle-class parents took more interest in their children’s progress at 
school than manual-class parents, and they (the middle class) became relatively 
more interested as their children grew older.  A further analysis, controlling for the 
effects of social background, showed that the residual influence of parental interest 
on  measured  ability  although  attenuated,  was  still  considerable  (Douglas,  1967).  
The  positive  effects  of  parental  interest  were  shown  to  persist  into  the  next 
generation in that British 1946 birth cohort members who received high parental 
encouragement and interest in their education were subsequently the group most 
likely to enrol their own first-born children into some kind of preschool education at 
age four, and in due course this experience enhanced the chances of the offspring 
of gaining high scores on verbal attainment tests taken at age eight (Wadsworth, 
1986).  This study of the offspring of cohort members also provided initial evidence 
of an effect of parenting practices on mental ability across generations.  The level of 
affection shown by mothers towards their offspring, and action taken by mothers 
when  their  children  were  bored,  were  related  to  verbal  attainment  scores  in  G2 
offspring.  This thesis builds on this work by including a wider range of G1 parenting 
behaviours  and  investigating  their  effects  on  intergenerational  associations  in 
cognitive ability.   
 
2.2.4.2 The role of the father 
Most of the reviewed studies focused their attention largely on the maternal role in 
child-rearing.    One  study  that  specifically  considered  the  role  of  the  father  in 
cognitive  development  reported  no  significant  differences  between  paternal  and 
maternal  contributions  to  intellectual  development.    In  this  investigation  of  low-
income families by Tamis-LeMonde, et al. (2004), parenting skills in fathers were 
associated with the same behaviours in mothers, indicating that individual children 
experienced similarly high or low levels of parenting from their mothers and fathers.  
It has been suggested, however, that fathers may affect the cognitive development 
of their children indirectly through their influence on the mother-child relationship or 
through  their  demographic  characteristics,  including  the  number  of  years  of 43 
 
education and level of income.  Financial contributions by fathers might provide the 
necessary resources that facilitate good intellectual stimulation and ensure better 
housing,  which  in  turn  promote  desirable  cognitive  outcomes  (Easterbrooks  & 
Goldberg, 1984).  There is also some evidence that the content and meaning of 
father-child interactions differ from mother-child interactions.  Fathers are more likely 
to engage in ‘rough and tumble play’, to encourage risk-taking pursuits and to be 
less likely to prohibit their infants’ activities.  They are also more likely to be less 
engaged  and  sensitive  (Cabrera,  et  al.,  2000;  Tamis-LeMonde,  et  al.,  2004).  
Father-child interactions have been shown to vary with gender, temperament and 
health status of the child (Lamb, 2004), highlighting the concept that children may 
have some reciprocal influences on the child-rearing practices of parents. 
 
2.2.4.3 The contribution of child characteristics 
A few studies assessed whether there were any sex differences in the relationship 
between  maternal  child-rearing  practices  and  children’s  cognitive  abilities.  
Andersson,  et  al.  (1996)  in  their  study  of  234  small-for-gestational-age  children, 
found that maternal nurturance was significantly positively related to cognitive ability 
in boys, but not girls.  There is also evidence from two studies that parental reading 
habits positively influence the ability scores of girls, but  not boys (Cairns, et al., 
1998; Maughan, et al., 1998).  No differences in offspring IQ by sex were identified 
between maternal  restrictiveness  or  coerciveness  and  cognitive  outcomes  in  the 
correlation study by Kagan and Freeman (1963).  On the other hand, one study of 
low-birth-weight  children  found  that  harsh  discipline  practices  resulted  in  lower 
measured ability in girls (Smith & Brooks-Gunn, 1997).  Genetic variations in the 
way in which boys and girls respond to different home environments and discipline 
practices may explain these gender differences.   
 
Just three of the reviewed studies examined the effects of children’s behaviour on 
parenting  practices  and  their  subsequent  effect  on  offspring  cognition.    In  the 
correlation analysis by Scarr (1985), children who were rated as cooperative scored 
higher on cognitive ability tests than those who were not.  On the contrary, Olson 
and Kaskie (1992) reported no association between child temperament and later 
cognitive outcomes but found modest associations between an observational index 
of  troublesome  behaviour  (e.g.  non-compliant  behaviour  and  rule  violation)  and 
cognitive ability scores in the expected inverse direction.  Estrada, et al., (1987) 
went a step further and examined the effects of child characteristics on parenting 44 
 
practices.  They found that children with positive affective relationships with their 
mothers were more likely to persist in activities and to choose challenging tasks and 
initiate new activities, and less likely to resist maternal assistance.  These children 
also scored higher in cognitive ability tests.  The authors proposed that parents who 
engaged  and  supported  their  children  instilled  confidence  in  their  offspring  that 
facilitated  the  flow  of  information  between  adult  and  child  and  promoted  future 
learning and social interaction.  Indeed, Rutter (1985) argued that the crucial feature 
in fostering cognitive development is not so much the parental ‘input’ but rather the 
reciprocity of interactions, the variety and meaningfulness of their content, and the 
active role taken by the child.   
 
2.2.4.4 Intervention studies 
Given the evidence that cognitive stimulation in the home and positive interactions 
between  parents  and  children  may  improve  cognitive  outcomes  among  children, 
numerous parenting  and  child intervention  programmes have  been  implemented, 
predominantly  in  the  USA,  to  test  the  validity  of  these  associations.    These 
intervention studies were concerned largely with children judged to be at risk of poor 
cognitive  development  or  of  social  exclusion  because  of  the  disadvantaged 
educational or social circumstances of the parents.  A meta-analysis of 12 studies 
examining cognitive outcomes in early childhood development programmes in the 
USA concluded that programmes, including the Caroline Abecedarian Project and 
Head  Start,  had  the  effect  of  improving  the  results  of  cognitive  ability  tests 
(Anderson, et al., 2003).  The most successful interventions were those focused on 
working  with  parents  in  learning-oriented  programmes  that  provided  them  with 
instruction, materials  and  role  playing  in  parenting  practices.    Head  Start,  which 
began  in  1965,  included  more  than  20  million  children  in  its  first  35  years  and 
represents  one  example  of  an  intervention  that  has  successfully  improved  the 
cognitive  outcomes  of  children  from  low-SEP  homes  through  the  provision  of 
educational toys, games and books, as well as parent participation (Hubbs-Tait, et 
al.,  2002).    However,  although  the  programmes  produced  an  initial  elevation  in 
measures of general cognitive ability, the gains underwent rapid attrition once such 
interventions were withdrawn (Lee, et al., 1990).  Summarising the existing literature 
and  data  from  unpublished  studies  on  Head  Start,  McKey  et  al.  reported  the 
immediate positive and educationally meaningful effects of intervention.  However, 
these gains were followed by variously declining performances in subsequent years 
and few statistically significant differences between Head Start and control groups in 45 
 
measured ability by the second year after the end of Head Start attendance (McKey, 
et al., 1985).  Nevertheless, the authors concluded that despite loss over time of the 
Head  Start  advantage  in  terms  of  cognitive  ability,  participants  had  a  greater 
advantage in school by virtue of their having gained an important measure of social 
competence enabling them to “…progress in school, stay in the mainstream, and 
satisfy teachers’ requirements better than their peers who did not attend”.  As part of 
the UK government’s initiative to prevent social exclusion, the Sure Start project was 
launched in 1999 targeting preschool children and their families in disadvantaged 
areas with a number of interventions including good quality play, learning and child 
care  (Roberts  &  Hall,  2000).    An  early  assessment  of  the  effectiveness  of  this 
programme showed little benefit of the parenting intervention at 36 months, children 
of teenage mothers as well as unemployed or lone parents, scored lower on verbal 
ability tests in relation to comparison groups.  One explanation for this may be that 
less deprived families might have been better able to take advantage of the services 
provided, with the result that those with fewer personal resources would have had 
less access (Belsky, et al., 2006).  Nevertheless, a more recent study reported that 
families enrolled in the programme employed less negative parenting behaviours 
and provided a better home-learning environment (Melhuish, et al., 2008). 
 
2.2.4.5 Potential mechanisms 
A number of mechanisms have been proposed to explain the influence of child-
rearing  practices  on  intellectual  development.    It  may  be  that  children  who 
experience frequent restrictive and punitive exchanges with their parents tend to 
have lower cognitive ability scores because they are discouraged from engaging in 
active environmental exploration and learning experiences.  In addition, involvement 
in frequent disciplinary transactions may limit the amount of time parents are able to 
spend  in  positive,  cognitively-stimulating  interactions  with  their  children  (Hess  & 
Mcdevitt,  1984;  Onatsu-Arvilommi  &  Nurmi,  1997).    On  the  other  hand,  positive 
parent-child interactions may enhance the capacity and confidence of children to 
engage in cognitive-enriching tasks, as observed in the study by Olson and Kaskie 
(1992) which showed that toddlers securely attached to their care-givers tended to 
work more enthusiastically, persistently and effectively with their mothers in complex 
problem-solving tasks than insecurely attached infants.   
 
There is some indication that adverse parenting affects those biological pathways 
involved in cognitive development through what is known as allostatic load or ‘wear 46 
 
and  tear’  on  the  body  produced  by  repeated  activation  of  the  stress-responsive 
systems,  particularly  the  hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal  (HPA)  axis  (McEwen  & 
Seeman, 1999).  The effect of rearing style on the HPA axis has been demonstrated 
in  rodents  using  tactile  stimulation  associated  with  maternal  care  (Caldji,  et  al., 
2000; Francis, et al., 1999).  High levels of maternal licking and grooming of pups 
were associated with high levels of cognitive and behavioural competence, and it 
was shown that these immature rodents were able to regulate stress adequately by 
means of a complex set of direct influences and feedback interactions between the 
hypothalamus, the pituitary gland, and the adrenal glands.  Conversely, rats that 
were  made  to  undergo  high  levels  of  prenatal  stress  or  extended  maternal 
separation in the neonatal period exhibited a reduced ability to regulate the activity 
of the HPA axis (Liu, et al., 2000). 
 
2.3 Conclusions 
It is evident that cognitive ability runs in families.  Such intergenerational continuity is 
influenced  by  both  genetic  and  environmental  factors,  although  the  relative 
contribution  of  each  is  not  fully  understood.    What  is  clear  from  the  reviewed 
evidence  is  that  IQ  is  associated  with  a  range  of  factors  that  may  mediate 
intergenerational similarities in cognitive ability, including: education, occupation and 
parenting practices.  Overall, several parental behaviours related to the provision of 
an enriched environment conducive to intellectual development have been positively 
related  to  offspring  cognitive  ability.    In  contrast,  harsh  discipline  practices  have 
demonstrated predictive correlations with poor cognitive development.  A life course 
approach that encompasses a study of the pathways that link early life experiences, 
cognitive development and parenting practices across the life course and between 
generations, offers a rare, if not unique, opportunity to investigate intergenerational 
continuities in mental ability in greater detail.   
  
Table 2.1 Overview of prospective longitudinal studies investigating associations between parenting practices and cognitive outcomes in children. 
Study 
    Study population 
Measure of parenting  Cognitive ability assessment 
Main findings 
Country  n  (Confounders considered ) 
Correlation analysis         
           
Estrada, et al., 
(1987) 
USA  67 mothers 
and their 
children. 
Affective relationship between mother 
and child ranging from (low score) 
rejection, rigidity and punitiveness to 
(high score) warmth, responsiveness 
and sensitivity  
 
Rated during observations of 
interaction tasks when the child was 
aged 12 years. 
(inter-rater agreement >0.97) 
 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary 
Test at age 4 years. 
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for 
Children at age 6 years. 
Partial correlation coefficients between affective 
relationship and offspring cognitive ability: 
 
4 years: r=0.37**    6 years: r=0.41** 
 
(Maternal cognitive ability, SEP: paternal occupation and 
education) 
 
Kagan & 
Freeman (1963)  
 
USA 
 
50 mothers 
and their 
children. 
 
•  Restrictiveness 
•  Justification of discipline 
•  Coerciveness 
 
Rated during home observations when 
child was aged 2-7 years. 
(inter-rater agreement >0.80) 
 
Stanford-Binet Intelligence 
Scale at ages 3.5, and 5.5 
years. 
 
Partial correlation coefficients between parenting variables 
and offspring cognitive ability: 
  3.5 years  5.5 years 
  Boys  Girls  Boys  Girls 
Restrictiveness   0.00  -0.10  -0.06  -0.27 
Justification   0.31   0.76**   0.56**   0.60* 
Coerciveness  -0.38*  -0.32  -0.30  -0.37 
   
(Maternal education) 
           
 
Olson & Kaskie 
(1992)  
 
USA 
 
85 mothers 
and their 
children. 
 
•  Maternal teaching and 
responsiveness 
•  Maternal restrictiveness 
•  Maternal affection 
 
Observed at 6, 13 and 24 months of 
age during home visits and during a 
laboratory-based interaction task 
when the child was aged 6 years. 
(based upon HOME inventory) 
 
 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary 
Test at age 6 and 8 years. 
 
 
Correlation coefficients between parenting variables and 
offspring cognitive ability: 
  Age 6  Age 8 
Teaching (13 months)  0.00  0.06 
Affection (13 months)  0.04  0.08 
Affection (24 months)  0.18  0.10 
Verbal interaction (24 months)  0.46***  0.36** 
 
(SEP: paternal occupation -  for verbal interaction only) 
 
* p<0.05;  **p<0.01;  *** p<0.001 
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Table 2.1 Overview of prospective longitudinal studies investigating associations between parenting practices and cognitive outcomes in children (continued). 
Study 
    Study population 
Measure of parenting  Cognitive ability assessment 
Main findings 
Country  n  (Confounders considered ) 
Correlation analysis         
           
Scarr (1985)   Bermuda  125 mothers 
and their 
children. 
•  Maternal control of child rated 
during observation of teaching 
situations.  
•  Self-reported methods of 
maternal discipline: positive 
methods included reasoning and 
explaining; negative methods 
included physical punishment. 
Stanford-Binet Intelligence 
Scale at ages 3.5 - 4 years. 
 
Partial correlation coefficients: 
Positive control and cognitive ability: 
Unadjusted: r=0.29***    Adjusted: r=0.11 
 
Positive discipline and cognitive ability: 
Unadjusted: r=0.26**     Adjusted: r=0.15 
 
No association between negative discipline and ability 
 
(Maternal vocabulary score and maternal education) 
 
Multivariate analysis of variance 
 
Smith & Brooks-
Gunn (1997)  
 
USA 
 
715 mothers 
and their low 
birth weight 
children. 
 
Harsh discipline: mothers’ reports of 
frequency of use of physical 
punishment; and observer reports of 
corporal punishment during home 
visits when child was aged 1 and 2 
years. 
(based upon HOME inventory) 
 
Stanford-Binet Intelligence 
Scale at age 3 years. 
 
Mean ability score at age 3 years: 
  Boys  Girls 
Low levels of harsh discipline  89.99  94.13 
High levels of harsh discipline  88.76  86.32*** 
Difference between two groups significant  
 
(Maternal education; family income, birth weight) 
           
Regression analysis         
 
Andersson, et 
al., (1996)  
 
 
Norway, 
Sweden 
 
234 mothers 
and their 
children born 
small for 
gestational 
age. 
 
•  Maternal nurturance 
•  Maternal restrictiveness 
 
Self-reported by mothers when the 
child was aged 5 years. 
 
Swedish and Norwegian 
versions of the Wechsler 
Preschool and Primary Scale of 
Intelligence-Revised.  
(Age of testing not reported) 
 
Standardised regression coefficients for the effect of 
nurturance on offspring cognitive ability: 
Boys: β=0.20**    Girls: NS 
 
No association between maternal restrictiveness and 
offspring cognitive ability. 
 
(Maternal cognitive ability, SEP: mother’s education, 
occupation and income) 
 
*p<0.05;  **p<0.01;  *** p<0.001 
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Table 2.1 Overview of prospective longitudinal studies investigating associations between parenting practices and cognitive outcomes in children (continued). 
Study 
    Study population 
Measure of parenting  Cognitive ability assessment 
Main findings 
Country  n  (Confounders considered ) 
Regression analysis         
           
Cairns, et al., 
(1998)  
 
USA  57 mothers 
and their 
children. 
•  Harsh discipline 
•  Literacy environment (how often 
mother read to child). 
  
Reported by mothers during interview 
when children were aged 1-2 years. 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary 
Test administered soon after 
school entry. 
Standardised  coefficients  for  the  effect  of  literacy 
environment on cognitive ability: 
Boys: NS    Girls: β=0.50***     
 
No  association  between  harsh  discipline  and  cognitive 
ability. 
 
(SEP; maternal age) 
 
 
Douglas (1964)  
 
Britain 
(British 
1946 
birth 
cohort) 
 
NR 
 
Parental interest in school activities: 
based upon comments made by the 
class teachers at the end of the first 
and fourth primary school year and on 
the records of the number of school 
visits made by parents. 
 
Picture intelligence, reading 
and vocabulary tests at ages 8 
and 11 years. 
 
Children whose parents gave them the most 
encouragement in school work scored the highest average 
scores and children whose parents were the least 
interested scored the lowest average scores. 
 
(No adjustment for confounders) 
           
 
Maughan, et al., 
(1998)  
 
 
 
 
 
Britain 
(British 
1958  
birth 
cohort) 
 
2,742 
adopted and 
non-adopted 
cohort 
members and 
their parents 
or caretakers. 
 
•  Parental interest in education: 
rated by teachers when child was 
aged 7 years  
•  Parental reading habits: reported 
by parents when child was aged 7 
years. 
 
Southgate Group Reading Test 
at age 7 years 
 
 
Regression coefficients for the effect of parental interest in 
child’s education on cognitive ability at age 7 years: 
Boys: β=0.21***    Girls: β=0.25***     
 
Regression coefficients for the effect of parental reading 
habits on cognitive ability at age 7 years: 
Boys: β=NS    Girls: β=0.07*     
 
(SEP:  father’s  occupation,  housing  circumstances; 
parental education) 
 
* p<0.05;  **p<0.01;  *** p<0.001   NR=Not reported 
4
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Table 2.1 Overview of prospective longitudinal studies investigating associations between parenting practices and cognitive outcomes in children (continued). 
Study 
   Study population 
Measure of parenting  Cognitive ability 
assessment 
Main findings 
Country  n  (Confounders considered ) 
 
Richards & 
Wadsworth (2004)  
 
 
Britain 
(British 
1946  
birth 
cohort 
 
1,339 cohort 
members 
and their 
parents. 
 
Maternal management and 
understanding: Good vs. 
Average/poor. 
 
Observed during home-based 
interview when the child was 
aged 4 years. 
 
 
Picture intelligence, reading 
and vocabulary tests at age 8 
years. 
 
Regression coefficient for the effect of maternal 
management on offspring cognitive ability  
Good vs. Average/poor: β=-0.25*** 
 
(Maternal education, SEP, Birth order, Sex) 
 
Tamis-LeMonda,  
et al., (2004)  
 
 
USA 
 
290 low-
income 
fathers, their 
partners 
and 
children. 
 
•  Supportive parenting: 
composite measure of 
sensitivity, positive regard and 
cognitive stimulation. 
•  Overbearing parenting: 
composite measure of negative 
regard and intrusiveness. 
 
Observed during videotaped 
engagements between parents and 
offspring when the child was aged 2 
and 3 years. 
(inter-rater agreement >0.84) 
 
 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary 
Test at age 3 years. 
 
 
Regression coefficients for the effect of supportive 
parenting on offspring cognitive ability: 
Mothers:  β=0.14 
Fathers:   β=0.25** 
 
No association between overbearing parenting and 
offspring cognitive ability. 
 
(Parental  education, Paternal education, SEP: 
father’s income) 
 
Wadsworth (1986)  
 
 
Britain  
(British 
1946  
birth 
cohort) 
 
1,690 cohort 
members 
and their 
first-born 
children. 
 
•  Parental affection: based upon 
maternal description of 
affectionate relationship.  
•  Cognitive stimulation: based 
upon frequency of story-telling 
or reading.  
 
Self-reported by mothers during 
semi-structured interviews when the 
child was aged 4 years. 
 
Verbal attainment scores on 
tests of vocabulary, reading 
and sentence completion at 
age 8 years. 
 
 
Regression coefficients for the effect of parental 
affection on offspring cognitive ability: 
Vocabulary: β=2.4***; Reading: β=1.6***; Sentence: 
β=1.7 
 
Regression coefficients for the effect of cognitive 
stimulation on offspring cognitive ability: 
Vocabulary: NS; Reading: NS; Sentence: 1.7*** 
 
(Maternal education) 
 
* p<0.05;  **p<0.01;  *** p<0.001    
5
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Table 2.1 Overview of prospective longitudinal studies investigating parenting practices and cognitive ability outcomes in children (continued). 
Study 
   Study population 
Measure of parenting  Cognitive ability 
assessment 
Main findings 
Country  n  (Confounders considered ) 
Structural Equation Modelling 
           
Guo & Harris 
(2000)  
 
USA 
 
NR  •  Cognitive stimulation: books 
and magazines available, 
mother read to child, record or 
tape available, child taken on 
museum visits.  
•  Parenting style: mother 
conversed with child, mother 
hugged and kissed child, 
mother’s voice positive, mother 
answered child verbally. 
 
Self-reported by mothers during a 
home-based interview. 
(based upon HOME inventory) 
 
Four Measures of the 
Peabody Individual 
Assessment Test (PIAT):  
Reading Recognition, 
Reading Comprehension and 
Mathematics Assessment at 
age 3 years, and the Peabody 
Picture Vocabulary Test-
Revised at age 5 years. 
Unstandardised coefficients for the effect of cognitive 
stimulation on offspring cognitive ability: 
β=15.52*** 
 
Unstandardised coefficients for the effect of parenting 
style on offspring cognitive ability: 
β=4.39*** 
 
(Maternal cognitive ability, Maternal education and 
SEP included in SEM) 
 
Lugo-Gil & Tamis-
LeMonda (2008) 
 
 
USA 
 
2,089 
mothers and 
their children 
 
Parenting quality: composite 
measure of: sensitivity, positive 
regard and cognitive stimulation, 
and observations of the home 
environment. 
 
Observed during videotaped 
engagements of mother-child 
interactions when the child was 
aged 2 and 3 years.  
(based upon HOME inventory) 
 
 
Bayley Mental Development 
Index at age 2 and 3 years. 
 
 
Standardised coefficients for the effect of parenting 
quality on offspring cognitive ability: 
Age 2: β=0.21 * 
Age 3: β=0.17 * 
 
 
(Maternal education and SEP included in SEM) 
* p<0.05;  **p<0.01;  *** p<0.001   NR=Not reported 
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3.  A life course approach 
 
 
Life course epidemiology has been defined by Kuh and Ben-Shlomo as 
 
  ‘…the study of long-term biological, behavioural and psychosocial processes 
that link adult health and disease risk to physical or social exposures acting during 
gestation, childhood, adolescence, earlier in adult life, or across generations’ (Kuh & 
Ben-Shlomo, 2004). 
 
A catalyst for recent interest in early-life factors and their relation to adult health 
outcomes originated in research by Barker and his colleagues.  In 1995 they found 
that individuals who developed coronary heart disease in adulthood grew differently 
during early life compared with those who did not.  Following on from these findings, 
Barker  proposed  the  ‘foetal  origins  hypothesis’.    This  states  that  foetal 
undernourishment in middle to late gestation leads to “disproportionate foetal growth 
and programmes later coronary heart disease” (Barker, 1995).  This hypothesis has 
since been confirmed in many populations (Barker, 2004; Barker, 2005; Stein, et al., 
1996) resulting in a growth in the field of life course epidemiology. 
 
Prospective longitudinal  studies are the  design  of  choice for studying life course 
epidemiology because they offer the ability to measure biological, behavioural, and 
psychosocial processes that operate over the course of life of a person or across 
generations.  The British 1946 birth cohort is the oldest of such studies in Britain.  It 
has collected data from birth and has continued to follow up members of the same 
population during childhood, adolescence and adulthood.  Longitudinal studies are 
costly  to undertake, require long follow-up periods  and are subject to attrition of 
cohort members over time, but they offer a unique perspective on the precursors of 
later outcomes, as well as identifying those factors likely to increase resilience in 
high-risk individuals (Serbin & Stack, 1998). 
 
3.1 An intergenerational approach  
With the development of life course epidemiology, increased attention has been paid 
to  questions  regarding  cross-generational  associations.    The  concept  that  traits 
observed across the life course of one generation may be transferred to subsequent   53
generations was highlighted in a speech in 1972 by the then Secretary of State for 
Social Services, Sir Keith Joseph, who spoke of the persistence of poverty in Britain, 
and its apparent tendency to be concentrated in particular families (Rutter, 1998).  
Such ‘intergenerational cycles’ are best investigated using linked longitudinal studies 
to identify factors, exposures and environments experienced by one generation that 
relate to the health, growth and development of the next (Cairns, et al., 1998).   
 
Only  a  few  prospective  longitudinal  studies,  mainly  from  the  developmental 
literature, have used several generations to examine the intergenerational continuity 
of  behaviours  such  as  aggression  (Cairns,  et  al.,  1998;  Capaldi  &  Clark,  1998; 
Conger, et al., 2003), antisocial behaviour (Serbin, et al., 1998; Thornberry, et al., 
2003), early pregnancy (Scaramella, et al., 1998), parenting (Capaldi, et al., 2003; 
Hops, et al., 2003), smoking (Chassin, et al., 1998) and depression (Weissman, et 
al.,  2006).    In  many  of  these  studies,  parenting  practices,  variously  defined, 
emerged  as  a  mediator  for  the  transfer  of  characteristics  between  generations.  
Intergenerational continuities tended to be only moderate, indicating that there are 
substantial  levels  of  discontinuity  as  well  as  similarity  across  generations,  thus 
emphasising  that  explanations  need  to  be  found  both  for  discontinuities  and 
continuities  (Shaw,  2003).    These  studies  also  drew  attention  to  a  number  of 
important  methodological  considerations,  which  in  addition  to  the  inherent 
challenges  of  conducting  longitudinal  research,  arise  when  including  a  second 
generation.   
 
One  challenge  is  that  both  parents  are  rarely  enrolled  in  the  original  sample.  
Information  is  therefore  available  on  only  one  of  the  second  generation  child’s 
parents.  This may lead to an underestimation of intergenerational effects unless 
retrospective data can be obtained from contemporaneous records (Serbin & Stack, 
1998).    The  timing  of  birth  of  children  also  presents  difficulties.    In  most  cases 
parents are recruited as birth cohort members, as in the case of the British 1946 
birth cohort, or during a relatively short time period.  However, cohort members are 
unlikely to have children in a predictable manner, with the result that further waiting 
is required in order to have a sufficient number of offspring to study (Shaw, 2003).  
Previous  research  has  also  acknowledged  that  the  rigorous  assessment  of 
intergenerational continuity requires the study of traits in children and also in their 
parents  when  they  in  their  own  time  were  children  (Cairns,  et  al.,  1998).    For 
example, cognitive ability tests taken in childhood and adulthood may not be directly 
comparable  given  their  age-appropriate  design.    Furthermore,  ability  tests  taken   54
later in life are more likely to be influenced by education and other life experiences 
and this may affect the intergenerational association. 
 
Intergenerational studies might also be limited by the lack of comparable measures 
between  generations,  since  the  continuation  of  an  existing  longitudinal  study  to 
include another generation will be constrained by the purpose of the original sample 
(Wadsworth,  1998).   Comparability  of measures may  be  achieved by  comparing 
individual scores or positions in one generation in relation to those of others in the 
next.  Measures used at earlier times may also be updated.  For example, childhood 
ability  tests  taken  by  offspring  of  British  1946  birth  cohort  members  were  made 
generation-fair by replacing outdated words  (Wadsworth, 1998). 
 
Even  after  taking  these  design  issues  into  account,  the  presence  of  an 
intergenerational association needs to be considered in the light of historical events, 
contextual  conditions,  secular  trends  and  other  factors  outside  the  design.  
Contextual factors, such as changes in educational policy, labour market structure 
and  health  care  provision,  may  affect  successive  generations  differently.  
Furthermore,  continuities  across  generations  may  not  be  familial.    For  example, 
health risks are consistently higher in socially disadvantaged families and such risks 
might influence the perpetuation of deprivation across generations (Dubow, et al., 
2003).    Cultural  factors  relevant  to  the  parents’  generation  may  be  of  less 
importance when their children reach a similar age.  There have been, for example 
substantial changes over the past 50 years in perceptions of teenage pregnancy 
and non-marital cohabitation (Rutter, 1998).  Secular trends such as the year-on-
year increase in IQ (Flynn, 1984) are also important, since the causes for changes 
in level over time may be different from the causes of individual variation. 
 
It is also necessary to differentiate between continuities driven by characteristics of 
the parental generation and those driven by the experiences of rearing provided for 
the offspring.  Failure to take into account differences in the ways that children react 
to the parenting they receive could distort intergenerational associations by masking 
or  exaggerating  any  parent-child  similarities  (Rutter,  1998).    Many  studies  on 
psychosocial risk, for instance, hypothesise that intergenerational risk arises from 
adverse rearing experiences and fails to take into account the child’s reaction to the 
experience (Wadsworth, 1998).  
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One key issue in intergenerational studies, emphasised by a number of authors, is 
the  need  to  assess  genetic  variables  that  might  account  for  cross-generational 
continuities (Kuh & Hardy, 2002; Rutter, 1998; Serbin & Karp, 2004).  Unfortunately, 
most  of  the  existing  intergenerational  longitudinal  studies  were  not  designed  to 
examine genetic transmission of risk, since their sample sizes were too small and 
information on family histories too limited to extract genetically relevant information 
using conventional genetic research design (Serbin & Stack, 1998).   Nevertheless, 
cognitive ability has multiple determinants, both genetic and environmental, and the 
prospective  intergenerational  design  provides  an  opportunity  to  investigate 
continuity and discontinuity in IQ between generations and to elucidate the roles of 
parenting  and social mobility as mediators  in  transferring and fostering  cognitive 
ability across generations.   
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4.  The British 1946 birth cohort – the parents (G1) 
 
 
Intergenerational relationships between parental and offspring cognitive ability were 
examined using data from two generations.  The first generation of parents were 
drawn from the British 1946 birth cohort, a longitudinal study of more than 5,000 
men  and  women  born  in  1946.    Their  first-born  offspring  comprised  the  second 
generation and will be described in greater detail in chapter five.  For clarity, the 
different generations will be referred to as follows: the 1946 birth cohort members 
(i.e. the parents) will be denoted as G1; their offspring will be referred to as G2, and 
their own parents (i.e. the grandparents of G2) as G0. 
 
4.1 Introduction to the dataset 
The main focus of the 1946 birth cohort, since its inception, has been the study of 
health  and  changes  in  health  in  relation  to  environmental  and  personal 
characteristics.    During  the  school  years,  from  the  ages  of  five  to  15  years,  its 
objectives  were  expanded  to  include  a  description  of  physical  and  intellectual 
development in the cohort and to compare the results of cognitive ability tests with 
those  of  achievement  in  the  educational  system.    Furthermore,  descriptions  of 
parental care were broadened to include not only health but also the assessment of 
parental  encouragement  and  interest  in  their  children’s  educational  progress 
(Wadsworth & Kuh, 1997).  When cohort members reached adulthood, the study 
included  aims  to  investigate  early  career  in  relation  to  educational  and  family 
circumstances, and from the age of 36 onwards, began investigating the process of 
physical  and  mental  ageing.    Among  female  participants,  a  postal  survey  was 
conducted annually from 1993 to 2000 in order to study the menopause transition 
and other aspects of women’s health (Kuh & Hardy, 2002).  Detailed accounts of the 
study  and  its  findings  to  date  are  available  in  a  number  of  papers  and  books 
(www.nshd.mrc.ac.uk/publications). 
 
4.2 The sampling frame 
The cohort members were all born during one week in March 1946 and were initially 
part of a maternity survey investigating the health and survival of infants at birth and 
the cost of maternity services (Joint Committee of the Royal College of Obstetricians  
  57
and  Gynaecologists  and  the  Population  Investigation  Committee,  1948).    Of  the 
15,130  mothers  who  gave  birth  during  the  chosen  week,  13,687  (90%)  were 
successfully  interviewed  for  the  maternity  study.    From  this  population  a  class-
stratified sample of 5,362 single legitimate births was selected for follow-up as part 
of the British 1946 birth cohort, otherwise known as the MRC National Survey of 
Health  and  Development  (figure  4.1).    The  aim  of  the  sampling  method  was  to 
include a sufficient number of non-manual individuals to allow for the analysis of 
social class effects.  To this end the sample selected comprised one in four of births 
to  the  wives  of  manual  workers,  and  all  births  to  wives  of  non-manual  and 
agricultural workers.  This enriched the sample with children born to middle-class 
parents  whose  attitudes  and  opportunities  were  of  special  interest  at  the  time 
(Douglas, 1967; Wadsworth, et al., 2005).   
 
The sampling frame excluded 672 births out of marriage since most were adopted 
and therefore impossible to trace, as well as 180 multiple births which were thought 
too  few  for  the  purposes  of  analysis  (Wadsworth,  et  al.,  2003).    In  previous 
analyses, a statistical weighting procedure was applied to compensate for the effect 
of sampling one in four children from manual social class homes, but no allowance 
can be made for the initial exclusion of illegitimate and multiple births. 
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Figure 4.1 Sampling frame for the British 1946 birth cohort. 
Birth registrations 
3-9 March 1946 (n=15,130) 
Maternity survey 
(n=13,687) 
1946 British birth cohort 
(2,815 Men; 2,547 Women) 
 
G1 Parents  
aged 19-29 years 
(n=1,690: 746 Men; 944 Women) 
 
G2 Offspring 
born 1965-1975 
(n=1,690: 874 Boys; 816 Girls) 
Intergenerational dataset  
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4.3 Data collection 
Cohort members were followed up at intervals of no more than two years during 
childhood and adolescence and at slightly longer intervals during adulthood (table 
4.1).    Information  about  sociodemographic  factors,  health  indicators,  education, 
cognitive ability and psychological function during childhood was obtained 12 times 
from  mothers  and  teachers,  and  from  direct  medical  examination.    A  further  11 
interviews  and  examinations  were  undertaken  with  cohort  members  during 
adulthood (Wadsworth, et al., 2005).  This occurred most recently in 1999 at age 53, 
when  the  sample  size  was  3,035.    Information  was  obtained  from  a  variety  of 
sources.  As table 4.1 shows, data were collected by a wide range of professionals 
during the childhood of participants.  In more recent times a team of research nurses 
was recruited and trained specifically for the task (Wadsworth, 1987).   
 
In  summary,  all  births  included  in  the  study  were  investigated  by  means  of  a 
questionnaire that health visitors administered to mothers during home visits when 
the selected child was eight weeks old (Wadsworth, 1991).  In the early years of 
follow-up (nought to four years) data collections were carried out by health visitors at 
home visits and from medical and infant welfare records.  During the school years 
(five to 15 years) mothers agreed to answer questions during home visits when the 
children were six, seven, eight, nine, 11 and 15 years old, and consented to have 
the survey child medically  examined at  school at ages  seven and 11 years.  In 
addition, teachers administered educational and cognitive ability tests, completed 
behaviour  and  attitude  rating  scales  and  provided  information  on  their  schools.  
Teachers  also  assessed  the  level  of  interest  that  (G0)  parents  of  (G1)  cohort 
members  showed  in  school  progress  and  gave  an  account  of  parental  visits  to 
school.  In early adulthood (16 to 35 years) a series of postal data collections were 
combined  with  a  home  visit  when  cohort  members  were  interviewed.    At  each 
contact information was collected on occupation, home and family circumstances, 
and  health  and  illness.    Reliability  of  information  was  checked  by  comparing 
answers  given  in  one  year  with  those  in  the  next,  and  by  comparing  different 
sources of information (Douglas, 1967).  The next major data collection, in the sixth 
decade of the life course, is currently in progress. 
  
 
Table 4.1 Follow-up contact made with British 1946 birth cohort members after the initial birth survey. 
Table 4.1 Follow-up contact made with British 1946 birth cohort members after the initial survey (adapted from Wadsworth, 2003). 
Year  Age (years)  Respondents  Data collector 
a  Location  Target sampled 
b  Achieved sample 
(% achieved) 
             
1946  8 weeks  Mother  HV, M, O  Home  5,362  5,362 (100) 
1948  2  Mother  HV  Home  4,993  4,698 (94) 
1950  4  Mother  HV  Home  4,900  4,700 (96) 
1952  6  Mother and child  SD  School  4,858  4,603 (95) 
1953  7  Mother and child  SN or HV  School  4,838  4,480 (93) 
1954  8  Mother and child *  SN or HV & T  School  4,826  4,435 (92) 
1955  9  Mother and child  SN or HV & T  School  4,807  4,181 (87) 
1956  10  Child  T  School  4,811  4,077 (85) 
1957  11  Mother and child *  SN or HV SD T  School  4,799  4,281 (89) 
1959  13  Child  T  School  4,794  4,127 (86) 
1961  15  Mother and child *  SN or HV & T  School  4,790  4,247 (89) 
1965  19  All CMs  HV  Home  4,741  3,561 (75) 
1966  20  All CMs  P  Home  4,715  3,899 (83) 
1968  22  All CMs  P  Home  4,638  3,885 (84) 
1969  23  All CMs  P  Home  4,518  3,026 (67) 
1971  25  All CMs  P  Home  4,446  3,307 (74) 
1972  26  All CMs *  I  Home  4,410  3,750 (85) 
1977  31  All CMs  P  Home  4,293  3,340 (78) 
1982  36  All CMs  RN  Home  3,863  3,322 (86) 
1989  43  All CMs *  RN  Home  3,839  3,262 (87) 
1999  53  All CMs *  RN  Home  3,673  3,035 (83) 
             
  CM = cohort member. 
a HV=health visitor; M=midwife; O=obstetrician, SN=school nurse; SD=school doctor; T=teacher; P=postal contact; I=interviewer;  
  RN=research nurse. 
b Excludes the dead, those living abroad, and permanent refusals. 
* Cognitive ability assessed. 
6
0
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4.4 Follow-up and representativeness of the sample 
Research on the 1946 birth cohort depends on the continuing representativeness of 
the  original  sample.    A  crucial  factor  in  any  prospective  investigation  is  that  of 
maintaining adequate follow-up and identifying the possibility of differential attrition.  
By the age of 43 years,  losses through death (365, 6.8%) and  emigration (607, 
11.3%) had occurred at an age-appropriate rate. Other losses resulted from refusals 
(540, 10.1%) and difficulties in tracing cohort members in time to meet an interview 
deadline (607, 11.3%) (Wadsworth, et al., 1992).  Despite such difficulties, between 
70% and 90% of eligible sample members, alive and resident in Britain, provided 
information at each contact.   
 
In  1989  the  cohort  was  shown  to  be  representative  in most  respects of  the  UK 
population  of  legitimately  and  singly  born  individuals  in  the  immediate  post-war 
period.    Exceptions  were  an  over-representation  among  non-responders  of  the 
never-married, the least literate, those always in the manual social class, and the 
mentally ill.  There was also a disproportionate loss to follow-up of those with low 
cognitive ability (Wadsworth, et al., 1992).  To maintain response rates, a birthday 
card was sent to cohort members annually from the time they reached the age of 16, 
which requested notification of changes of name and/or address.  It now includes a 
review of recent work and references to publications (Wadsworth, et al., 2003). 
 
4.5 Benefits of the British 1946 birth cohort  
The 1946 birth cohort is a study that began at birth and thereafter has continued to 
collect data regularly into adulthood.  The prospective design has the advantage of 
regular data collection, so that events in the lives of cohort members are recorded 
as they occur  or while  still fresh  in  the informants’ memories.   Furthermore, the 
cohort benefits from a national and representative sample, a wide range of social, 
biological  and  psychological  data  all  of  which  have  been repeatedly  collected  at 
different times, using trained specialists for the purpose (Wadsworth, et al., 2005).   
 
One drawback is that the design of the birth cohort does not permit an adequate 
estimation  of  heritability  indices  for  cognitive  ability  or  parenting  that  would  be 
afforded  by  a  genetically-sensitive  design.    A  further  shortcoming  from  an 
intergenerational viewpoint is that complete life course information is only available 
for one parent of the G2 offspring, although a certain amount has been collected on  
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their spouses.  Nonetheless, the large sample size, long-term follow-up period, and 
the  comprehensive  data  accumulated  in  the  British  1946  birth  cohort,  together 
provide a rich opportunity for the study of cognitive development longitudinally.  With 
the extension of data collection to include the first-born offspring of cohort members, 
it  offers  a  valid  means  of  investigating  intergenerational  influences  on  cognitive 
function. 
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5.  The second generation survey – the offspring 
(G2) 
 
 
The  second  generation  survey  was  undertaken  in  1969  and  included  1,690 
children (874 boys; 816 girls) who were born to either male or female members 
of the British 1946 birth cohort during the years 1965 to 1975 when their ages 
ranged from 19 to 29 years (Wadsworth, 1991).  These children make up the 
second generation (G2) of the intergenerational dataset (figure 4.1). 
 
5.1 Sampling frame 
All singleton babies born to 1946 birth cohort members during the study period 
were regarded as being eligible for inclusion in the second generation survey, 
unless at age four years the child in question was no longer living with the cohort 
member (G1) parent, or was living abroad, or adopted.  Only first-born children 
were included, since follow-up of subsequent children would not have resulted in 
a sample of sufficient size to analyse once factors such as sex and birth order 
had been taken into account.   
 
5.2 Data collection 
Second generation (G2) offspring were investigated by way of questionnaires 
administered by health visitors during home visits when the child concerned was 
aged four and eight years.  At such visits trained interviewers carried out semi-
structured interviews with the G1 mothers or the wives of G1 fathers, during 
which  a  wide  range  of  medical,  social  and  psychological  information  was 
collected (table 5.1).   
 
The first interview was conducted at the age four years.  Children of that age 
were not yet attending full-time education but were considered to be living in a 
social world in that they were mixing and interacting with other young children.  It 
was also considered to be a time when possibly certain kinds of physical and 
emotional influences had a lasting effect, as suggested by previous work on the 
1946  birth  cohort  (Douglas  1967,  1975;  Wadsworth,  1979).    Age  eight  was 
chosen for the second home interview to complement data collected when their  
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G1  parent  was  of  the  same  age,  thus  allowing  for  intergenerational 
comparisons.  Interviewers also gathered information on the parenting practices 
of the G1 parents (Wadsworth, 1986).  A detailed account of these measures is 
given in section 7.2.5.  
 
When  G2  offspring  were  aged  eight  years,  the  interviewer  conducted 
generation-fair versions of three cognitive ability tests that their G1 parents had 
taken at that age in 1954 (described in section 7.2.3).  In addition, a brief postal 
questionnaire was sent to the children’s schools seeking information on their 
progress  and  enthusiasm.    It  also  sought  information  on  the  availability  of 
learning materials, such as books, and on school attendance. 
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Table 5.1 Data collected during home-based interviews of G1 mothers or the wives of 
G1 fathers when G2 offspring were aged four and eight years. 
Subject  Example of data collected 
 
How the children spend their time 
 
Preschool  education,  friends,  imaginary  friends  and 
games,  time  spent  with  parents,  reading  and  use  of 
libraries, preparation for school. 
 
Independence  Things that the child is permitted to do alone, dressing, 
personal hygiene. 
 
Habits and dreams  Habit behaviour (e.g. biting nails) and whether or not an 
attempt  is  made  to  stop  it,  frequency  of  dreams  and 
notions of their cause, methods to avoid them. 
 
Bladder and bowel training  Methods used, degree of success to date, advice asked, 
time taken. 
 
Health, illness and accidental injury  Admissions  to  hospital,  allergies,  respiratory  illness, 
mother’s worries about child’s health. 
 
Separation  Cause,  length,  own  assessment  of  effect,  care  of  child 
while mother works and goes out. 
 
Family cohesion  Activities together, husband’s help at home and with the 
child, holidays, parental use of free time, contacts with the 
wider  family,  own  assessment  of  family  closeness, 
associations with friends and neighbours. 
 
Emotion and temper  Own assessment of each parent’s emotional relationship 
with  their  child,  frequency  of  child’s  temper  tantrums, 
handling anger and temper. 
 
Sex education and family planning  Sex  education  of  child,  intentions  for  family  size  and 
spacing, own (i.e. parents’) sex education. 
 
Mother’s self assessment and her 
assessment of her child 
Mother’s  worries  about  bringing  up  her  child,  her 
assessment  of  child’s  intellectual  ability,  degree  of 
independence and character. 
 
Recollection of childhood  Parental  relationships,  discipline,  copying  or  avoiding 
things from own and spouse’s upbringing. 
 
Intellectual environment and 
education  
Parental  interest  and  involvement  with  school  activities, 
cognitive stimulation e.g. teaching child colours, present 
school  and  parent’s  wishes  for  further  schooling  and 
employment. 
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5.3 Follow-up and representativeness of the sample 
The rate of refusal in those eligible to take part in the second-generation survey 
was generally low, ranging from 6% when G1 parents were aged 22 to 0% at 
age 27 (table 5.2).  The gradual improvement in response rate with time was 
mainly the result of increased efforts to trace 1946 birth cohort members who 
had moved at the outset of the study in 1969.   
 
Since this sample of G1 parents was restricted to those aged 19 to 29 years at 
the birth of their first-born offspring, the findings will need to be considered in 
light  of  possible  selection  biases.    Given  that  certain  negative  parenting 
practices, such as harsh discipline, are more prevalent among teenage mothers 
(Regalado, et al., 2004; Wissow, 2002), findings pointing towards a possible role 
for  such  measures  in  determining  intergenerational  continuities  may  be 
underestimated  in  this  sample.    Just  3%  (50/1,690)  of  G1  parents  were 
teenagers  at  the  birth  of  their  first-born  offspring,  and  by  the  time  parenting 
practices were first assessed four years later, all of the G1 parents, including the 
wives of G1 fathers, were over 20 years of age.  Furthermore, since only or 
eldest  children  consistently  show  slightly  higher  cognitive  ability  scores  than 
later born siblings, the overall level of intelligence in the G2 sample may be 
higher  compared  with  a  population  sample,  and  might  thus  underestimate 
intergenerational associations (Rutter & Madge, 1976).  Rutter (1985) suggests 
that these ordinal position effects may occur since parents relate differently with 
first-born children in that they are likely to interact and converse more with them 
compared with younger children. 
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Table 5.2 First births to 1946 British birth cohort members and second-generation survey response rates. 
Table  5.2  First  births  to  British  1946  birth  cohort  members  and  second  generation 
survey response rates (adapted from Wadsworth, 1981). 
Year of first 
birth 
Age at first birth 
(years) 
Numbers of first births  Total first 
births 
Response 
rate (%)*  to males  to females 
1961  15  0  2  2  ** 
1962  16  1  13  14  ** 
1963  17  6  42  48  ** 
1964  18  16  73  89  ** 
1965  19  46  116  162  71.6*** 
1966  20  68  162  230  71.2 
1967  21  107  186  293  66.3 
1968  22  129  189  218  78.8 
1969  23  130  152  283  82.5 
1970  24  129  140  269  83.7 
1971  25  170  136  306  81.6 
1972  26  150  113  263  89.2 
1973  27  127  110  237  97.8 
1975  29  101  43  144  95.5 
*The denominator comprises all births known of and defined as eligible for inclusion in the study. 
** Second generation survey not begun during these years. 
*** Interviews conducted for only part of the year. 
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6.  Aims and Objectives 
 
 
6.1 Overall aim 
 
The overall aim  of this thesis is  to  examine the roles of intergenerational social 
mobility and parenting practices and the parts that they play in the transmission of 
cognitive ability from one generation to the next.  This is examined on existing data 
from  the  British  1946  birth  cohort  and  the  offspring  cohort  of first-born  children.  
These two linked prospective samples of parents (G1 parents) and their children 
(G2 offspring) provide a powerful design encompassing a life course approach in 
which to examine how social background makes continuities in early mental ability 
more, or less, likely between successive generations, and how such effects may be 
mediated by social mobility and parenting practices.  This is considered within the 
following theoretical framework, depicted in figure 6.1. 
 
The social background of G1 parents at birth (i.e. GO social class) predicts a range 
of  adult  outcomes,  including  cognitive  ability,  educational  and  occupational 
attainment, and the extent and direction of social mobility.  These outcomes in turn 
affect their ability, as G1 parents, to develop constructive parenting practices that 
assist  the  progress  of  cognitive  development  in  their  offspring.    Constructive 
parenting  practices  and  upward  social  mobility  contribute  to  continuities  and 
discontinuities  in  IQ  between  generations  in  that  they  ameliorate  the  negative 
effects of poor G1 SEP (G0 social class, G1 education, G1 social class), thereby 
facilitating improvement in intellectual ability across generations (i.e. discontinuities).  
Positive parenting and improvements in social class may also drive continuities in 
intellectual ability between generations with parents and offspring achieving similarly 
high scores on cognitive tests.  
 
Conversely, parents who are unable to provide an environment appropriate for the 
intellectual  development  of  their  children,  place  their  offspring  at  risk  of  poor 
cognitive outcomes.  Parents may either lack the skills to prevent their offspring 
from  achieving  similarly  low  scores  on  ability  tests  as  they  themselves  did  (i.e. 
continuities)  or  fail  to  prevent  their  children  from  achieving  comparatively  lower 
scores  than  themselves  and  thus  facilitate  intergenerational  discontinuities  in 
cognitive ability.   
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A further pathway to explore is the link between G0 and G1 parenting practices.  
Continuities in parenting skills between the G0 and G1 generation may facilitate 
continuities  in  intellectual  ability  in  the  G1  and  G2  generations  in  that  similar 
environmental  influences  may  produce  similar  cognitive  outcomes.    These 
hypothesised pathways examine the effects of G0 grandparents (SEP and parenting 
practices) on G2 children via the G1 parental generation.   
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Figure 6.1 Theoretical framework for pathways mediating intergenerational associations in 
cognitive ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring. 
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6.2 Objectives 
An initial description of the two study populations included in the intergenerational 
dataset (G1 parents and G2 offspring) is presented.  This includes an investigation 
of established  associations  between SEP  variables (education, social class) and 
cognitive ability, and intergenerational associations in cognitive ability between G1 
parents and G2 offspring.  Following on from this, the four main objectives of the 
study are then addressed. 
 
 
Objective  1:  To  investigate  the  intergenerational  effect  of  G1  social  mobility  – 
defined as movement between G0 social class and G1 social class at age 26 – on 
cognitive  outcomes  in  G2  offspring,  and  to  determine  how  far  this  explains 
intergenerational IQ associations. 
   
Objective 2: To identify factors across the life course of G1 parents – for example, 
social background and education – that are associated with subsequent parenting 
behaviours, and to determine if these parenting practices mediate intergenerational 
associations in IQ, i.e. if the effects of parenting on offspring cognitive ability are 
explained by parental cognitive ability.   
 
Objective 3: To clarify the pathways involved in intergenerational associations in 
cognitive ability by means of path analysis.  This will allow indirect paths between 
parental cognitive ability and offspring cognitive ability (e.g. the effect of parental IQ 
on offspring IQ, via parental educational attainment) to be examined.   
 
Objective 4: To determine if certain parenting practices contribute to different types 
of continuities (e.g. parents and offspring with similarly high cognitive ability scores) 
and discontinuities (e.g. low scoring parent and high scoring offspring).   
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7.  Methods 
 
7.1 Introduction 
 
Analyses in this thesis are based upon data derived from two concurrent longitudinal 
datasets – the British 1946 birth cohort, an account of which was given in chapter 
four, and the second generation survey, described in chapter five.  Together they 
contain information on three generations. 
 
G0 Grandparents: This refers to the parents of 1946 birth cohort members and the 
grandparents of second generation offspring.  They were born over a wide range of 
years  from  1882  to  1931  and  information  is  available  on  their  social  status  in 
adulthood and their interest in the school activities of their children. 
 
G1 Parents: This refers to British 1946 birth cohort members who gave birth to, or 
fathered, a first-born offspring included in the second generation survey. 
 
Most of the relevant data (e.g. cognitive ability, educational attainment) were not 
available  for  the  spouses  or  partners  of  G1  cohort  members.    However,  since 
mothers  were  the  informants  for  the  second  generation  survey,  selected 
demographic information on the wives of male cohort members was available for 
just over half of the sample.  This included information on maternal age at childbirth 
and parenting behaviours (figure 7.1). 
 
G2 Offspring: This refers to those children born to G1 parents from 1965 to 1975 
and who are included in the second generation survey. 
 
The intergenerational dataset included 1,690 G1 parents (746 men; 944 women) 
whose G2 offspring are included in the second generation survey (figure 4.1).   
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Figure 7.1 Summary of data available for the parents of G2 offspring. 
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7.2 Main variables used 
 
The data used in these analyses are secondary data.  As a result, the variables for 
the  G0  and  G1  generation  were  pre-specified.    The  variables  from  the  G2 
generation  were  all  derived  for  the  purposes  of  this  thesis.    This  includes  data 
obtained  from  the  offspring  cohort  questionnaires,  such  as  maternal  age  at 
childbirth.    Together,  these  variables  from  the  three  generations  were  used  to 
undertake regression and path model analyses. 
 
7.2.1 Socioeconomic position 
Socioeconomic position (SEP) is a commonly employed concept in health research 
that  is  related  to  numerous  exposures,  resources  and  susceptibilities  that  affect 
health  and  development.    A  variety  of  terms,  such  as  social  class,  social 
stratification and socioeconomic status are often used interchangeably to measure 
SEP and may be represented by various classifications of occupation, educational 
qualifications,  housing  tenure,  levels  of  income  or  ownership  of  assets.  
Conceptually, SEP refers to those social and economic factors that influence what 
positions individuals or groups hold within the structure of society.  For example, 
occupation-based indicators reflect a person’s place in society related to his or her 
social standing, income and intellectual and social networks.  These factors in turn 
determine  an  individual’s  material  living  standard  and  may  be  related  to  certain 
privileges such as access to superior education, better than average health care and 
good  working  conditions  (Galobardes,  et  al.,  2006a).    SEP  at  birth,  therefore, 
provides  a  good  indication  of  the  material,  genetic  and  educational  inputs  that 
children can be expected to receive throughout childhood (Feinstein, 2003). 
 
There is no single best indicator of SEP suitable for all study aims and applicable at 
all  points  in  the  life  course.    Various  indicators  measure  different,  often  related 
aspects of socially-distributed factors.  Accordingly, if an individual measure of SEP 
shows an association with an outcome of interest, this might not encompass the 
entirety of the effect of SEP.  For example, educational attainment reflects particular 
aspects of SEP, such as possession of greater skills and wider knowledge, and at 
the  same  time  it  helps  determine  an  individual’s  adult  occupation  and  income  
(Galobardes, et al., 2006a).  Multiple measures of SEP assessed across the life  
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course of G1 parents were therefore applied in order to avoid residual confounding 
of unmeasured socioeconomic circumstances.  
 
7.2.1.1 Occupational social class 
Occupational  social  class  was  assigned  using  the  UK  Registrar  General’s 
classification  system  (Office  of  Population  Censuses  and  Surveys,  1970).    This 
measure  is  based  upon  the  prestige  or  social  standing  accorded  to  a  given 
occupation in society, and is often interpreted as being an indicator of both social 
standing  and  material  reward  and  resources  (Galobardes,  et  al.,  2006b).  
Occupations are categorised into six categories: I Professional, II Managerial and 
technical,  IIINM  Skilled  non-manual,  IIIM  Skilled  manual,  IV  Partly-skilled  and  V 
Unskilled.    Class  I  includes  professionals  or  owners  and  managers  of  large 
businesses and is  regarded as  the ‘highest’ level, while  class  V,  which includes 
unskilled  manual  workers,  is  the  lowest  (Bartley  &  Plewis,  1997).    For  many 
analyses, SEP was dichotomised to non-manual (classes I, II & IIINM) and manual 
(classes IIIM, IV & V) social class. 
 
Grandparental  (G0)  SEP  was  assigned  according  to  the  occupation  of  G0 
grandfathers when G1 parents were aged 11 years, or if this was unknown, their 
occupations when G1 parents were aged four or 15 years.  G1 SEP was assigned 
according to the occupational status of the ‘head of household’ when G1 parents 
were aged 26.  In the British 1946 birth cohort, the head of household was mostly 
the G1 father and therefore this measure was also used as an indicator of the SEP 
of the spouse and the G2 offspring, or the household as a unit.  Applied in this way, 
occupational  status measures  the contribution that the father’s job makes to the 
social and economic environment in which the rest of the family live – that is, it is a 
contextual measure.  G1 SEP based upon the G1 parent’s own occupation at age 
26, regardless of whether or not that parent was the head of household, was also 
used  as  a  measure  of  G1  mothers’  attained  social  class  for  analyses  on  social 
mobility  in  chapter  eight.    This  individual-level  measurement  of  attainment  may 
reflect skills gained from current occupation as well as life course factors, such as 
social class at birth and education, which contributed to current occupational status.  
Data on own occupation was available for 97% (1,640/1,690) of G1 mothers. 
 
One of the limitations of occupational indicators is that they cannot be assigned to 
individuals who were not employed when the data were collected.  This may have  
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been for a number of reasons – that they  were students, farmers, in the armed 
forces or unemployed at age 26.  Due to the unclear hierarchical relation of these 
groups to the Registrar General’s socioeconomic categories, 2% (36/1,690) of G1 
parents were not allocated an occupational social class (head of household) at age 
26  and  were  excluded  from  the  analyses.    There  was  no  statistically  significant 
difference between the excluded individuals and those included in the sample in 
terms of cognitive ability and educational attainment. 
 
7.2.1.2 Educational attainment 
Education  reflects  the  material,  intellectual  and  other  resources  of  the  family  of 
origin and is partly determined by parental characteristics.  Education can therefore 
be conceptualised within a life course framework as an indicator of early life SEP 
that is also a strong determinant of future employment and income (Galobardes, et 
al., 2006a). 
 
For G1 parents, the highest educational or training qualifications achieved by age 26 
years were classified according to the Burnham scale (Department of Education and 
Science,  1972):  no  qualification;  below  ordinary  secondary  qualifications 
(vocational);  ordinary  secondary  qualifications  (‘O’  levels  and  their  training 
equivalents);  advanced  secondary  qualifications  (‘A’  levels  and  their  training 
equivalents);  or  higher  qualifications  (degree  or  equivalent).    This  classification 
reflects the distribution of educational qualifications at the time.  It also distinguishes 
those parents whose formal education had stopped at primary, secondary or tertiary 
level but also took account of those who had not attended secondary school but who 
returned to their studies in early adulthood.  For most analyses, these categories 
were  dichotomised  to  ordinary  education  or  lower  and  advanced  education  or 
higher.  The latter reflects the decision to stay at school beyond the statutory leaving 
age  which,  at  that  point  in  time,  was  15.    Data  on  educational  attainment  were 
available  for  97%  (1,640/1,690)  of  G1  parents,  of  which  the  majority  (68%; 
1,153/1,690) had attained ordinary education. 
 
7.2.2 Maternal age at childbirth 
Reviewed  evidence  suggests  that  certain  negative  parenting  practices,  such  as 
coercive discipline, are more prevalent among teenage mothers (Regalado, et al., 
2004).  Thus, mothers who gave birth to their G2 offspring when they were aged 19  
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or younger were compared to non-teenage mothers.  Maternal age at childbirth was 
calculated from information collected from G1 mothers and the wives of G1 fathers 
(date of own birth and birth year of first-born offspring) on the two questionnaires 
administered for the second generation survey.  Data on maternal age at childbirth 
were  available  for  82%  (1,393/1,690)  of  mothers.    Just  3%  (50/1,690)  were 
teenagers when they gave birth to G2 offspring.  
 
7.2.3 Cognitive ability 
Since  intergenerational  continuities  are  best  examined  by  making  use  of 
independent  information  from  childhood  traits  in  two  successive  generations 
assessed  prospectively  at  the  same  ages  (Cairns,  et  al.,  1998),  the  main 
independent variable in most of the analyses was G1 parental cognitive ability at 
age eight and the main dependent variable of interest was G2 offspring cognitive 
ability  at  age  eight.    These  scores  represent  ability  measured  at  a  time  when 
children were still in primary education, prior to individual differences in the number 
of  years  of  full-time  education  and  before  the  choice  of  academic  subjects  in 
secondary education.  They therefore provided a measure of cognitive ability with 
minimal influence of education.   
 
Cognitive tests were taken by G1 parents in schools at ages eight, 11 and 15 years, 
and at home at 26 years (table 7.1).  Consistent with previous findings in the British 
1946 birth cohort, cognitive scores at the four different ages were highly correlated 
(table 14.1 in appendices).  G2 offspring took tests at age eight equivalent to those 
taken by their G1 parents at the same age, including reading (ability to read and 
pronounce  a  series  of  words),  sentence  completion  (ability  to  complete  an 
unfinished sentence with an appropriate word), and vocabulary (ability to explain the 
meaning of a word) tests.  Each test was made generation-fair by replacing outdated 
words  such  as  “muslin”  and  “guinea”  with  words  of  comparable  difficulty 
(Wadsworth, 1986).  Since the reading, sentence completion and vocabulary scores 
for tests at age eight were highly correlated in parents and offspring (r=0.60-0.84, 
p<0.001, table 14.1 in appendices), scores for individual tests were not analysed 
separately.   
The cognitive ability scores from each test were standardised to generate z-scores 
with a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one.  The z-scores from each age 
were  summed  to  yield  a  global  ability  score,  and  this  summed  score  was  then  
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standardised again to yield z-scores which allowed comparability between ages and 
across generations.  Thus an individual with a standardised score of zero had an 
average score relative to the others.  Cognitive ability scores were available for 91% 
(1,545/1,690) of G1 parents and 80% (1,351/1,690) of G2 offspring.   
 
 
  
 
Table 7.1 Summary of cognitive ability tests undertaken by G1 parents and G2 offspring. 
Cognitive ability test  Description  Example 
G1 PARENTS AGE 8     
 
Word reading test 
(50 items) 
 
Test  of  ability  to  pronounce  a  series  of  words.   
Words became progressively more difficult.  
 
 
1.  ‘cat’ and ‘egg’ 
 
50.  ‘ophthalmic’ and ‘haemorrhage’ 
 
 
Sentence completion test 
(35 items) 
 
Test  of  ability  to  complete  an  unfinished  sentence 
with  an  appropriate  word.    Sentences  became 
progressively more difficult. 
 
1.  Come with me to the shops to buy some (FIRE, 
WATER, STONE, SWEETS, MOTORS). 
 
35.  The political dangers of monopoly seem to have 
been much (EXASPERATED, EXCISED, 
EXAGGERATED, EXPROPRIATED, 
EXPOSTULATED). 
Vocabulary test 
(50 items) 
Test  of  ability  to  explain  the  meaning  of  a  word.  
Words became progressively more difficult.   
 
Non-verbal picture test 
(60 items) 
 
Test of ability to identify the odd one out in a series 
of pictures, to continue a series of four pictures by 
choosing one from a group, and to continue a series 
of relationships between pictures. 
 
 
G1 PARENTS AGE 11     
Verbal and non-verbal test 
(80 items) 
Test of ability to complete the series of three words 
or  shapes  with  an  appropriate  fourth  choice  taken 
from five possibilities. 
 
 
Arithmetic test 
(50 items) 
 
Test  comprised  of  50  addition,  multiplication, 
subtraction  and  division  sums  which  became 
progressively more difficult. 
 
1.  Add 34 + 47 
 
50.  This [diagram] is a plank of wood worth 4s. 6d. 
How much is the shaded piece worth? 
Word-reading test 
(50 items) 
As used at age 8   
 
Vocabulary test 
(50 items) 
 
As used at age 8 
 
7
9
  
 
 
Table 7.1 Summary of cognitive ability tests undertaken by G1 parents and G2 offspring (continued) 
Cognitive ability test  Description  Example 
G1 PARENTS AGE 15     
Verbal and non-verbal test 
Group ability test AH4 
(130 items) 
The first 35 items comprised shape matching and 
selection tasks, and the second 35 items were 
verbal and number problems which became 
progressively more difficult. 
1.  1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9. Multiply the middle of these 
figures by 2. 
 
2.  Easy means the opposite of … problem, simple, 
difficult, always, cannot. 
 
Reading comprehension test 
Watts-Vernon reading test 
(35 items) 
 
Test of ability to complete an unfinished sentence 
with an appropriate word.  Sentences became 
progressively more difficult. 
 
1.  You can buy stamps at a post (station, house, 
shop, man, office). 
 
2.  Before we make a decision we must consider all 
(relevant, relative, competent, decisive, 
comparable) factors. 
 
Mathematics test 
(47 items) 
 
Test included arithmetic, geometric, trigonometric 
and algebraic questions which became 
progressively more difficult 
 
1.  Underline the number below that means a 
quarter of a million; 
        2,500,000   250,000   25,225   40,000. 
 
2.  Sin A x cosec A =. 
G1 PARENTS AGE 26     
Reading comprehension test 
Watts-Vernon reading test 
(45 items) 
 
Test used at age 15 was extended by ten items at 
increased difficulty 
45.  The historical records are kept in (arches, 
interims, archives, inquest, sojourn). 
G2 OFFSPRING AGE 8     
Word reading test 
(50 items) 
As used at age 8 in G1 parents   
 
Sentence completion test 
(35 items) 
 
 
As used at age 8 in G1 parents 
 
Tests were made generation-fair by replacing 
outdated words such as “muslin” and “guinea” with 
words of comparable difficulty. 
Vocabulary test 
(50 items) 
As used at age 8 in G1 parents   
8
0
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7.2.4 G0 Parenting variables 
7.2.4.1 Parental interest 
A measure of the level of G0 parental interest and encouragement in the school 
work of G1 parents when they were children was collected during primary education 
at age eight.  Each parent was assigned a score from 0 to 50 based partly upon 
comments made by class teachers, and partly on records of the number of times 
each parent visited the school to discuss their child’s progress with the head or class 
teacher.      Parents  with  high  scores  were  regarded  by  teachers  as  showing  an 
interest in the work of their children and had taken the opportunity to visit the school 
at least once a year to discuss progress.  Those with a low level rarely paid visits 
and took little interest in their child’s school work (Douglas, 1967). 
 
Since the measure of educational interest was based partly upon comments made 
by class teachers and partly on the records of the number of times each parent 
visited  the  school  to  discuss  progress, these gradings  represented  only  a  crude 
indication of parental interest.  However, this measure took account of the attitudes 
of both parents and was shown to be a marker of overall care, in that parents who 
seldom visited their child’s school made little use of the available medical services 
and  as  a  result  there  was  increased  illness  and  school  absence  among  their 
children,  who  consequently  did  less  well  at  school  (Douglas,  1967).    Data  on 
parental interest were available for 98% (1,509/1,690) of G0 parents. 
 
7.2.4.2 Affection 
When G1 parents were aged 43, the Parker Parental Bonding Instrument (Parker, et 
al., 1979) was implemented to collect information on their childhood relationships 
with their own parents.  The instrument comprises 24 questions and was designed 
to  rate  relationships  on  aspects  of  care  and  control.    The  care  dimension 
incorporates  the  degree  of  affection  and  closeness  of  relationships  involving 
questions on warmth and understanding.  In particular, G1 parents were asked to 
rate how affectionate their mothers and fathers were on a scale of one (very like 
this) to four (very unlike this).  The information from this question was used as a 
retrospective measure of the degree of parental affection shown towards G1 parents 
when they were children.  Previous analyses of the British 1946 birth cohort reported 
that associations between retrospective accounts of parenting, assessed with the  
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parental bonding instrument at age 43, and adult affective symptoms could not be 
explained  as  spurious  relationships  arising  from  other  features  of  childhood 
adversity.    This  suggests  that  distorted  recall  arising  from  contemporaneous 
depressed mood was unlikely to have introduced bias (Rodgers, 1996).  Data on 
affection  were  available  for  81%  (1,372/1,690)  and  79%  (1,340/1,690)  of  G0 
mothers and fathers respectively. 
 
7.2.5 G1 Parenting variables 
Data on G1 parenting practices were collected from the mothers of G2 children at 
ages four and eight years.  Mothers were asked more than 20 questions on a range 
of  topics  related  to  cognitive  stimulation,  discipline  style  and  parental  interest  in 
school activities (table 7.2).  Similar age-appropriate questions were asked at ages 
four and eight years.  For example, identical questions about the type of parent-child 
affection were asked at both ages.  At age four parents were asked about their 
teaching of basic school skills (e.g. the alphabet) prior to starting primary education, 
whereas at age eight these skills were no longer relevant and questions focused on 
the degree of stimulation provided by the reading culture in the home, which was 
more likely to contribute to their cognitive development.   
 
In  order to form  coherent  subsets  between  questionnaire  items  that  were  highly 
correlated (for example, parents taught their child the alphabet; parents taught their 
child to write), factor analysis was employed to maximise the information available at 
each age while reducing the number of variables into factors.  Each factor score 
represents a continuum along which individuals vary and can be used in subsequent 
regression analyses.  Components of each factor can be summed to yield an ordinal 
scale representing the relative position of individuals on that scale.  Factor analysis 
has previously been used to define parent-child relationships by identifying factors 
corresponding to parental involvement in their child’s schooling (Garcia Bacete & 
Oliver Rodriguez, 2004) and the family learning environment (Marjoribanks, 2001; 
Marjoribanks,  2003)  in  a  cohort  of  Australian  families,  as  well  as  authoritative, 
authoritarian and permissive parenting typologies (Robinson et al., 1995).   
 
 
  
 
Table 7.2 Questions relating to G1 parenting practices.   
Table 7.2 Questions relating to G1 parenting practices.  Respondents were G1 mothers or the wives of G1 fathers when G2 offspring were aged four 
and eight.  Responses were binary (Yes/No) unless otherwise stated. 
Question  Age 4  Age 8 
Have you (or your husband) taught X the alphabet?  ▪   
Have you (or your husband) taught X to count?  ▪   
Have you (or your husband) taught X to write?  ▪   
Have you (or your husband) taught X his/her colours?  ▪   
Have you tried to prepare X in any way for going to school?  ▪   
Does your husband read or tell stories to X?  ▪   
Do you read or tell stories to X?  ▪   
Do you regularly take out books from the library?    ▪ 
Does your husband regularly take out books from the library?    ▪ 
Do you or your husband read for pleasure?    ▪ 
Does X use a lending library of any sort at all?  ▪   
Does X regularly take out books from the public library?    ▪ 
Does X regularly take out books from the school library?    ▪ 
Does X read for pleasure?    ▪ 
When X has been naughty do you ever send X out of the room or up to bed?  ▪  ▪ 
When X has been naughty do you ever keep X indoors or make X sit still?  ▪  ▪ 
When X has been naughty do you ever smack X?  ▪  ▪ 
When X has been naughty do you ever stop X sweets or not allow X to do something he/she enjoys?  ▪  ▪ 
When X has been naughty do you ever tell X you won’t love them if he/she behaves like that?  ▪  ▪ 
When X has been naughty do you ever say that you will send him/her away or that you’ll have to go away?  ▪  ▪ 
When X has been naughty do you ever try to frighten X with something like a policeman?  ▪  ▪ 
When X has been naughty do you ever threaten to use a stick or something like that?  ▪  ▪ 
Do you and your husband generally agree about dealing with X when he/she is naughty? 
a  ▪  ▪ 
On the whole, do you feel that where discipline is concerned that you are consistent? 
b     
If X has been especially good during the day, do you generally like to let X know?  ▪   
If you want X to be good on a particular occasion do you ever promise him/her anything in advance?  ▪   
Do you or your husband show affection towards X or are you fairly reserved?  ▪  ▪ 
Have you met X’s class teacher or head teacher during the past year? 
c    ▪ 
Do you ever discuss X’s progress with the class teacher or head teacher? 
c    ▪ 
At what age would you like X to leave school? 
d     
a Item dichotomised to ‘Usually agree’ vs. ‘Rarely agree’ and ‘Never agree’. 
b Item dichotomised to ‘absolutely consistent’ and ‘fairly consistent’ vs. ‘not very consistent’. 
c Responses: Yes, with class teacher; with head teacher; with both. 
d Responses: 15 years, 16 years, 17 years, 18 years or later. 
8
3
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7.2.5.1 Factor analysis 
Factor analysis is a method of investigating whether or not a number of variables of 
interest are linearly related to a smaller number of unobservable factors.  This is 
achieved by transforming variables that correlate with one another into a new set of 
uncorrelated components (called factors) using a correlation matrix (Jolliffe, 2002).  
Since the questionnaire items related to parenting were predominantly dichotomous, 
a  tetrachoric  correlation  was  applied  as  opposed  to  the  more  frequently-used 
Pearson correlation.  The tetrachoric correlation between two dichotomous items 
estimates  the  Pearson  correlation  one  would  obtain  if  the  two  constructs  were 
measured  continuously.    Tetrachoric  correlations  have  been  made  use  of  by 
previous  researchers  to  account  for  dichotomous  responses  to  questions  on 
symptoms  of  psychosis  (McGorry,  et  al.,  1998)  and  cannabis-related  problems 
(Copeland, et al., 2005).  The resulting matrix is adopted as the starting point for 
factor analysis.   
 
In  factor  analysis,  the  first  factor  identified  will  have  maximal  contribution  to  the 
common  variance  of  the  observed  variables;  the  second  will  have  maximal 
contribution  subject  to  being  uncorrelated  to  the  first,  and  so  on.    A  more 
interpretable solution is often achieved by a process of factor rotation.  There are a 
number  of  different  types  of  rotations  that  can  be  performed  after  the  initial 
extraction of factors, including orthogonal rotations, such as varimax, which impose 
the restriction that the factors cannot be correlated, and oblique rotations, such as 
promax,  which  allow  the  factors  to  be  correlated  with  one  another.    In  these 
analyses the varimax rotation, which is favoured for simplicity, was used. 
 
The resulting factor loadings, shown in table 7.3 represent how the variables are 
weighted for each factor.   Individual items were retained if they had a loading near 
or over 0.35 (Jolliffe, 2002).  The number of factors to be retained was decided by 
applying two standard statistical and visual tools commonly used in factor analysis. 
i.  Factors  with  eigenvalues  smaller  than  one  were  excluded  since  factors 
retained  in  this  way  account  for  more  variance  than  the  average  for  the 
variables.  This is known as the Kaiser rule (Jolliffe, 2002).   
ii.  An  examination  of  the  plot  of  the  eigenvalues  against  the  corresponding 
factor numbers, known as the scree plot (figure 7.2).  The plot looks like the 
side of a mountain, and ‘scree’ refers to the debris that has fallen from the 
mountain and lying at its base.  The rate of decline tends to be rapid for the  
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first few factors but then levels off.  The point at which this occurs is often 
called  the  ‘elbow’  and  is  considered  to  indicate  the  maximum  number  of 
factors to extract. 
 
In  light  of  previous  research  (reviewed  in  chapter  2),  questionnaire  items 
representing  aspects  of  parenting  purportedly  related  to  offspring  cognitive 
development,  such  as  parental  teaching  or  assisting  in  school-related  learning 
activities and harsh discipline, were included in the factor analysis.  Using these 
items,  a  four-factor  solution  was  the  clearest  and  most  readily  interpretable  and 
accounted for approximately 70% of the total variance in the observed variables 
(table 7.3).  Extracted factors were unique in that few parenting variables loaded 
substantially on to more than one factor.  Furthermore, the internal consistencies of 
the four factor scores were acceptable with values of Cronbach’s alpha ranging from 
0.6 to 0.7.  This means that the questionnaire items making up each factor should all 
measure the same thing (Cronbach, 1951).   
 
7.2.5.2 Intellectual environment 
The first factor, labelled ‘intellectual environment’, was composed of questionnaire 
items representing the reading culture in the homes of G2 offspring when they were 
aged eight, including the reading habits of their G1 parents and frequency of visits to 
the library.  This factor accounted for 45% of the total variance.  Whether or not 
children read for pleasure did not load strongly onto this factor.  Data on intellectual 
environment were available for 80% (1,349/1,690) of parent-offspring pairs. 
 
7.2.5.3 Coercive discipline 
Factor 2 included items relating to parental use of threats and coercion to achieve 
favourable behaviour, and was labelled ‘coercive discipline’.  Items related to threats 
of  being  sent  away,  promises  of  reward  for  good  behaviour  and  practices  that 
involved withdrawing privileges or making the child sit still did not load strongly onto 
this factor and were therefore excluded from the factor analysis.  Likewise, the use 
of corporal punishment (Do you ever smack X?) did not load strongly onto any of the 
factors and was therefore used separately as a measure of punitive discipline.  Data 
on coercive discipline were available for 76% (1,290/1,690) of parent-offspring pairs. 
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7.2.5.4 Affection 
The third factor represented items relating to levels of G1 parental affection shown 
towards G2 offspring when they were aged four and eight years by their parents.  
Data on affection were available for 79% (1,338/1,690) of parent-offspring pairs. 
 
7.2.5.5 Cognitive stimulation 
Factor  4  –  labelled  ‘cognitive  stimulation’  –  identified  items  representing  direct 
measures taken by parents to stimulate or teach their children.  This factor therefore 
contrasts G1 parents who taught their children school-related skills prior to starting 
formal education with those parents who  did  not.   This factor accounted for the 
remaining 7% of the total variance in the original data.  Many parents taught their 
children the alphabet or colours by means of a game and therefore items in this 
factor are likely to represent activities in which there was positive and reciprocal 
involvement between parents and their offspring.  Attempts by parents to prepare 
their  child  for  school,  and  parents  reading  stories  to  their  children,  did  not  load 
strongly  onto  this  factor.    Data  on  cognitive  stimulation  were  available  for  94% 
(1,592/1,690) of parent-offspring pairs. 
 
Since the extracted factor scores were continuous measures but did not meet the 
assumptions  of  normality  required  for  linear  regression,  5-point  scores  were 
calculated for each of the four extracted factors to produce a minimum score of 0 
(parents did not answer ‘yes’ to any of the questions making up that factor) and a 
maximum score of 4 (parents answered ‘yes’ to all of the questions making up that 
factor).  For the coercive discipline factor, a maximum score of 9 could be assigned 
but since only 30 parents applied all or most of the discipline practices making up 
this measure, those with scores of 5 to 9 were recategorised to form a score with a 
maximum  of  4.    These  additive  scales  were  normally  distributed  (kurtosis 
approximately  3;  skewness  approximately  1)  and  could  therefore  be  used  in 
regression analyses representing a continuum along which parenting differed with 
low levels (0) at one end and high levels (4) at the other.   
 
In addition to the measures of G1 parenting derived from factor analysis, three other 
variables that did not load strongly onto any of the factors were also included in the 
analyses – parental interest in education, parental aspirations for future educational 
achievement and corporal punishment.  
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Table  7.3  Factor  loadings,  eigenvalues and  cumulative  variance for  factor  pattern  of  G1 
parenting practices.  
G1 Parenting practices  (n=1,309)  Factor 1  Factor 2  Factor 3  Factor 4 
         
Intellectual environment         
Mother regularly took books out of the library (age 8)  0.91       
Father regularly took books out of the library (age 8)  0.84       
Parents read for pleasure (age 8)  0.79       
Child regularly took books out of the library (age 8)  0.75       
         
Coercive discipline         
Parents told child they wouldn't love him/her (age 8)    0.77     
Parents disagreed about discipline practices (age 8)    0.59     
Parents told child they wouldn't love him/her (age 4)    0.57     
Parents used discipline inconsistently (age 8)    0.56     
Parents disagreed about discipline practices (age 4)    0.49     
Parents threatened to call a policeman (age 8)    0.48     
Parents threatened to call a policeman (age 4)    0.43     
Parents threatened to use a stick (age 4)    0.38     
Parents threatened to use a stick (age 8)    0.33     
         
Affection         
Father was affectionate towards child (age 4)      0.82   
Mother was affectionate towards child (age 8)      0.77   
Mother was affectionate towards child (age 4)      0.70   
Father was affectionate towards child (age 8)      0.62   
         
Cognitive stimulation         
Parents taught child to count (age 4)        0.77 
Parents taught child to write (age 4)        0.69 
Parents taught child the alphabet (age 4)        0.67 
Parents taught child his/her colours (age 4)        0.60 
         
Eigenvalues  4.34  2.38  2.14  1.66 
         
Cumulative variance  0.45  0.55  0.63  0.72 
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Figure 7.2 Scree plot illustrating the 4-factor solution resulting from factor analysis of 
parenting practices 
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7.2.5.6 Parental interest 
A measure of G1 parental interest in the school activities of G2 offspring at age eight 
was  based  upon  responses  from  mothers  on  second  generation  survey 
questionnaires  to  items  on  teacher-parent  contacts  and  teacher-parent 
communication.  Parents with a maximum score of 4 had met and discussed their 
child’s progress with both the class teacher and head, while those with a score of 0 
had done neither.  This was a self-reported measure in contrast with the measure of 
parental interest in G0 parents, which was teacher-rated.  Data on parental interest 
were available for 82% (1,386/1,690) of parent-offspring pairs. 
 
7.2.5.7 Aspirations 
A measure of G1 parental aspirations was based upon parental wishes, expressed 
when their child was aged eight years that the child should remain at school beyond 
the  minimum  school  leaving  age,  together  with  their  hopes  for  him  or  her 
progressing  to  some  form  of  further  education.    This  variable  is  a  5-point  scale 
coded as (0) no aspirations (1) leave at age 15, the minimum school leaving age at 
the time; (2-3) leave at age 16 or 17; and (4) hopes for the G2 child staying on at 
school until age 18 or later. Data on parental aspirations were available for 82% 
(1,394/1,690) of parent-offspring pairs. 
 
7.2.5.8 Corporal punishment 
A  binary  measure  of  corporal  punishment  (yes/no)  was  derived  from  mothers’ 
responses to questions at ages four and eight asking them if they smacked their 
children as a form of punishment.  Data on corporal punishment were available for 
82% (1,393/1,690) of parent-offspring pairs. 
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7.2.6 G1 Mental health variables 
7.2.6.1 Psychiatric disorder (age 15 to 32) 
A composite variable was used to describe the duration and severity of psychiatric 
disorder in G1 parents between ages 15 and 32, based upon a detailed examination 
of  all  available  medical  records  during  the  relevant  time.    Three  groups  were 
identified:  a  severe  group  whose  members  had  suffered  psychiatric  episodes  of 
more than a year’s duration, or had had any out-patient or in-patient episodes for 
psychiatric disorder (5%, 91/1,690); a mild group reporting minor or inconsequential 
nervous  disorders  (36%,  609/1,690);  and  a  group  exhibiting  no  evidence  of 
psychiatric disorders between ages 15 and 32 (59%, 990/1,690). 
 
7.2.6.2 Neuroticism and extraversion (age 26) 
Neuroticism  and  extraversion,  measured  by  the  Maudsley  Personality  Inventory 
(Eysenck, 1958), was employed as an indication of anxiety-proneness at age 26.  At 
the  time  of  these  assessments,  G2  offspring  were  aged  5  to  15  years.    This 
measure  comprised  12  yes/no  questions  in  which  each  ‘yes’  scored  one  point.   
Three representative
 items for this scale were i) "Are you the type of person whose
 
feelings are easily hurt?"; ii) "Are you the type of person who
 is rather nervous?"; 
and iii) "Are you the type of person who
 is a worrier?"  Points were summed to yield 
a  total  score ranging from 0 to 12.   Higher scores indicated  a higher degree of 
neuroticism or extraversion.  Neuroticism and extraversion scores were available for 
98% of G1 parents (1,651/1,690 and 1,652/1,690 respectively).    
 
7.2.6.3 Postnatal depression 
Information on postnatal depression in G1 mothers was collected retrospectively at 
age  51  using  the  Bromley  postnatal  depression  questionnaire  (Stein  & 
Vandenakker,  1992).    These  data  were  collected  as  part  of  a  series  of  postal 
questionnaires sent to women in the British 1946 birth cohort every year between 
ages 47 and 54, and therefore only G1 mothers and not the wives of G1 fathers 
were  included  in  these  analyses.  Women  were  asked  if  they  had  experienced 
postnatal depression according to the following description: 
 
“A period of a few weeks or months, starting in the first year after giving birth when 
you felt depressed or low-spirited, or rather anxious, with times of panic.  During  
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this time you slept poorly, wept frequently, daily or almost daily, could not really 
laugh or enjoy anything, felt irritable and in poor temper, and felt awful for much of 
the time.”  
 
If they gave a positive response they were asked how long it had been after giving 
birth that depression had started (in the first month, from 1 to 3 months, 4 to 6 
months, 7 to 12 months); how long it had lasted (less than one month, from 1 to 3 
months, 4 to 6 months, 7 to 12 months, more than 12 months); and whether or not 
they had consulted a GP or psychiatrist for depression during the first year after 
birth.  Postnatal depression was defined as episodes lasting longer than a month.  
By  this  definition  7%  (65/944)  of  G1  mothers  had  experience  of  one  or  more 
episodes  of  postnatal  depression.    Data  were  available  for  58%  (550/944)  of 
mothers. 
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7.2.7 G1 Physical health variables 
7.2.7.1 Chronic illness (age 20 to 25) 
Chronic illness was defined as “a physical, usually non-fatal condition that lasted 
longer than three months in a given year or necessitated a period of continuous 
hospitalisation of more than one month”.  Fourteen per cent (238/1,690) of parents 
experienced chronic illness during the early childhood of their G2 offspring when 
they were aged 20-25 years.  
 
7.2.7.2 Physical activity (age 36) 
Information on the frequency and duration of a range of active leisure pursuits in the 
preceding month were collected by trained interviewers during a home visit when 
birth cohort members were aged 36.  Individuals were classified as ‘most active’, 
‘less active’ or ‘inactive’ based upon estimates of energy expended during various 
activities and from reported duration times in accordance with the criteria in table 
7.4.  Ninety per cent of the interviews were conducted between April and September 
to minimise seasonal influences on the frequency of physical activity (Kuh & Cooper, 
1992).  In the G1 parent group, 34% (568/1,690) were classed as most active, 24% 
(413/1,690)  as  less  active  and  30%  (501/1,690)  inactive;  12%  (208/1,690)  were 
missing physical activity scores.   
 
Although  activity  recall  may  be  prone  to  bias,  one  study  showed  that  the 
questionnaire used to collect information on leisure time activities correlated well 
with treadmill estimation  of oxygen uptake and  body composition,  two  traditional 
‘gold  standards’  for  physical  activity  measurement  (Capaldi  &  Clark,  1998).  
However,  since  these  data  were  collected  on  average  ten  years  after  the 
assessment of parenting measures and offspring ability, it is likely that there was 
some misclassification due to recall bias. 
 
7.2.7.3 Smoking (age 26) 
The smoking habits of cohort members, collected when they were aged 26, were 
categorised  as:  ‘non-smoker’  (37%,  624/1,690  of  G1  parents),  ‘current  smoker’ 
(39%, 651/1,690 of G1 parents) and ‘ex-smoker’ (13%, 219/1,690 of G1 parents).  
Data on smoking habits were available for 88% (1,494/1,690) of G1 parents. 
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Table 7.4 Criteria used to classify physical activity. 
Table 7.4 Criteria used to classify physical activity (Kuh & Cooper, 1992). 
Type of physical activity  Most active  Less active  Inactive 
 
Physical activity during 
the working day. 
 
Either 
1)  over half the day 
spent walking or  
2)  frequently lifts 
and carries heavy 
things. 
 
 
Not classified in the 
most active or inactive 
groups. 
 
At least half of the day 
sitting down. 
 
Sports recreational 
activities: 
List of 27 activities e.g. 
badminton, swimming, 
yoga, exercises such as 
press ups at home, 
dancing, football, jogging 
etc. 
 
 
Five or more times in 
the previous month. 
 
1-4 times in previous 
month. 
 
No reported activity in 
previous month. 
 
Cycling and walking. 
 
Either 
1)  normally rides or 
walks to work for 
at least ½ hour 
(round trip) or 
2)  12 rides or walks 
of ½ hour in 
leisure time in 
previous month. 
 
 
Either 
1)  Normally rides or 
walks for less 
than ½ hour or  
2)  1-11 rides or 
walks of ½ hour in 
leisure time in 
previous month. 
 
Does not normally ride 
or walk and no reports 
of riding or walking in 
leisure time in 
previous month. 
 
Heavy gardening and 
DIY:  
List of 10 heavy activities 
(e.g. digging earth, 
chopping wood, brick-
laying, moving heavy 
objects, etc.) 
 
 
Five or more times in 
the previous month. 
 
1-4 times in previous 
month. 
 
No reported activity in 
previous month.  
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7.3 Description of the intergenerational dataset 
 
7.3.1 G1 Parents 
The parents included in this study comprised 1,690 members of the British 1946 
birth cohort (746 men, 944 women), and their spouses or partners, who became 
parents from 1965 to 1975 (aged 19 to 29) and whose G2 offspring were included in 
the second generation survey.  A further 1,117 G1 men and 937 G1 women went on 
to  become  parents  by  the  age  of  32  (Kiernan  &  Diamond,  1983)  but  were  not 
included in this sample of G1 parents.   
 
A  comparison  of  the  demographic  characteristics  and  cognitive  ability  scores 
between the parents (n=1,690) and cohort members who did not become parents by 
age 29, or who were lost to follow-up (n=3,672), was made to determine whether or 
not the parents included in the intergenerational dataset were representative of all 
subgroups of the population born in 1946 in England and Wales (table 7.5).  More 
women  than  men  were  included  in  the  parent  sample.    There  were  also  more 
parents  from  a  non-manual  social  class  background  (χ
2  test:  p<0.001).  
Furthermore, parents had spent more years in full-time education (χ
2 test for trend: 
p<0.001) compared with non-parents. There were no differences between the two 
groups on cognitive ability at ages eight, 11, 15 and 26 years.    
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Table  7.5  Demographic  characteristics  and  cognitive  ability  scores  of  the  baseline 
population,  those  British  1946  birth  cohort  members  who  became  parents  from  1965  to 
1975, and those who did not become parents by age 26, or who were lost to follow-up (non-
parents).    
 
All cohort 
members 
(n=5,362) 
Parents 
(n=1,690) 
Non-parents 
(n=3,672) 
Parents 
vs. non-
parents 
               
Demographic characteristics (%) 
Sex               
Men  2,815  (53)  746  (44)  2,069  (56)   
Women  2,547  (47)  944  (56)  1,603  (44)  p <0.001
a 
               
Social class             
Missing  1,534  (28)  36  (2)  1,498  (41)   
I & II Professional & Managerial  604  (11)  252  (15)  352  (10)   
IIINM Skilled non-manual  1,270  (24)  616  (36)  654  (18)  p<0.001
b 
IIIM Skilled manual  652  (12)  242  (14)  410  (11)   
IV Partly skilled & Unskilled  1,302  (24)  544  (32)  758  (21)   
               
Missing  1,534  (28)  36  (2)  1,498  (41)   
Manual  1,954  (36)  786  (47)  1,168  (32)   
Non-Manual  1,874  (36)  868  (51)  1,006  (27)  p<0.001
a 
               
Education (age 26)             
Missing  930  (17)  50  (3)  880  (24)   
No qualification  1,765  (33)  652  (39)  1,113  (30)   
Vocational  144  (3)  63  (4)  81  (2)  p<0.001
b 
Ordinary  1,072  (20)  438  (26)  634  (17)   
Advanced  1,040  (19)  377  (22)  663  (18)   
Degree level  411  (8)  110  (7)  301  (8)   
               
Missing  930  (17)  50  (3)  880  (24)   
Ordinary   2,981  (56)  1,153  (68)  1,828  (50)   
Advanced  1,451  (27)  487  (29)  964  (26)  p<0.001
a 
               
Cognitive ability: Mean z-score  (SD) 
Age 8  0.00  (1)  0.02  (0.9)  0.02  (1.0)  p=0.1
c 
Age 11  0.00  (1)  0.01  (0.9)  -0.01  (1.0)  p=0.7
c 
Age 15  0.00  (1)  -0.03  (0.9)  0.02  (1.0)  p=0.1
c 
Age 26  0.00  (1)  0.04  (0.9)  -0.04  (1.0)  p=0.07
c 
               
p-values are for 
a χ
2 tests, 
b χ
2 tests for trend or 
c t-tests.  Analysis ignores missing data.  
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The mean age at which mothers gave birth to their second generation offspring was 
20 years (age range 13 to 31 years).  Maternal age at childbirth was associated with 
cognitive ability and education in that parents who delayed having their first child 
until  they  were  20  years  or  older,  had  higher  mean  cognitive  ability  scores.  
Furthermore,  20%  of  teenage  mothers  had  completed  advanced  education  or 
above, compared with 41% of older mothers (χ
2 test: p<0.001).  Significantly more 
wives of manual workers gave birth to their first child during their teenage years 
compared with those who were 20 years or older (412 vs. 246, χ
2 test: p<0.001).  
These findings are consistent with previous analyses of British 1946 birth cohort 
members up until age 32, which showed that men and women who became parents 
at young ages tended to have manual jobs while those in non-manual jobs delayed 
having their first child.  This study also reported that better than average educated 
men and women tended to have their first child at a later age (Kiernan & Diamond, 
1983), a trend also noted in G1 parents.   
 
As expected (Kuncel, et al., 2004; Tong, et al., 2007), G1 childhood cognitive ability 
had a graded relationship with social class in childhood (G0 paternal social class) 
and  adulthood,  and  own  educational  attainment  at  age  26.    The  mean  z-score 
decreased incrementally across the social hierarchy with those in classes IV & V 
having the lowest mean cognitive scores and the lowest proportion to benefit from 
advanced education (figures 7.3 to 7.5).  The mean cognitive ability scores of G2 
offspring were higher than those of the G1 parents.  This is consistent with the Flynn 
effect (Flynn, 1984). 
 
Just  3% (56/1,690) of parents were  unmarried (divorced, single,  widowed) when 
their first-born offspring were born. 
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Figure 7.3 Mean cognitive ability z-scores at age eight for parents and offspring by G1 social 
class. 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7.4 Mean cognitive ability z-scores at age eight for parents and offspring by G0 social 
class. 
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Figure 7.5 Mean cognitive ability z-scores at age eight in parents and offspring by G1 
educational attainment. 
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7.3.2 G2 Offspring 
A total of 1,690 G2 offspring were included in the intergenerational dataset.  Of the 
sample, 52% (874/1,690) were boys.   
 
The relationships between cognitive ability, social class and education in offspring 
reflect those observed in the parental generation (figures 7.3 to 7.5).  Children from 
middle-class and professional families scored higher in cognitive ability tests than 
children from manual class families.  Similarly, children with at least one G1 parent 
who  had  achieved  a  minimum  of  one  advanced  level  qualification  (A-level)  or 
equivalent did better in cognitive tests compared with those whose parents had no 
qualifications (figure 7.5).   
 
7.3.3 Intergenerational correlations in cognitive ability 
G1 parental and G2 offspring cognitive ability at age eight was significantly positively 
correlated  (r=0.38,  p<0.001,  table  14.1  in  appendices),  suggesting  some 
intergenerational  continuity  in  ability,  but  also  discontinuity  in  cognitive  ability 
between the generations. 
 
Although  accurate  examination  of  intergenerational  associations  requires 
assessment  of  parents  and  children  at  comparable  points  in  the  life  course, 
restricting analyses to parental ability at age eight raises the question of whether or 
not parents whose cognitive ability scores improved or deteriorated beyond early 
childhood  were  misrepresented  in  terms  of  cognitive  ability.    For  example,  any 
findings  indicating  that  parenting  or  social  mobility  was  associated  with 
intergenerational  improvements  in  cognitive  scores  could  be  attributable  to 
improvements in parental ability beyond age eight.  However, G1 ability scores at 
ages eight, 11 and 15 years were strongly correlated (all r’s>0.7, p<0.001).  This 
indicates  that  cognitive  ability  remained  stable  across  early  childhood  and 
adolescence  for  most  of  G1  parents.    To  ascertain  whether  or  not  changes  in 
parental  ability  scores  across  this  seven-year  period  affected  the  cognitive 
development of their G2 children, parents were divided into three trajectory groups: 
1) improvers who moved up ability quartiles between ages eight and 15 years, 2) 
fallers who moved down ability quartiles between ages eight and 15 years, and 3) 
those who remained stable.  No association between offspring ability scores and the 
G1 parental trajectory group was found using linear regression models (β=-0.01,  
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p=0.7).    This  suggests  that  continuities  and  discontinuities  in  cognitive  ability 
between  G1  and  G2  at  age  eight  are  unlikely  to  have  been  influenced  by  any 
changes in the relative position of parental ability scores between ages eight and 15. 
 
Parental social class in childhood and adulthood, parental educational attainment by 
age 26 and maternal age at childbirth were all related to cognitive ability in both 
generations  (table  14.2  in  appendices).    This  indicates  that  the  confounding  or 
mediating  effects  of  these  variables must  be taken  into  account  when  analysing 
intergenerational relationships between G1 parents and G2 offspring.   
 
7.4 Missing data 
The intergenerational dataset included 1,690 parents and their first-born offspring.  
A number of these parent-offspring pairs were missing data for key variables as a 
result of non-response and ‘don’t know’ replies.  Since missing data may introduce 
ambiguity  into  the  analysis  owing  to  uncertainty  over  the  nature  of  the  lost 
information (Allison, 2002), it is important to consider adopting different approaches 
to deal with such situations. 
 
One of the most common methods is listwise deletion by which means individuals 
with missing  data are  eliminated from analyses.   The  disadvantages of such  an 
approach are that the remaining cases may not be representative of the population, 
and that a listwise deletion could result in a substantial reduction in sample size.  
Another approach is to treat missing data as another category – that is, rather than 
exclude  individuals,  a  further  category  for  missing  data  or  non-responders  is 
included in the analyses (Greenland & Finkle, 1995).  This method might lead to 
residual  confounding,  especially  when  used  for  missing  confounders.    Another 
common strategy is to use single imputation of the overall mean, an appropriate 
subgroup mean or a regression estimate for those with missing data.  However, 
such strategies are known to reduce variability and may over estimate test statistics, 
since missing data individuals are usually atypical and therefore difficult to estimate. 
In  longitudinal  data,  the  ‘last  observation  carried  forward’  (LOCF)  method  is 
commonly used to reduce loss of information over the course of time.  This entails 
imputation of values for data not recorded at a particular time date but which may be 
available at an earlier or later date.  This method is acceptable if measurements are 
expected to be relatively constant over time.  One of the more advanced methods of 
dealing with missing data is maximum likelihood estimation where missing data are  
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imputed  several  times  (e.g.,  using  regression  imputation)  to  produce  several 
different complete-date estimates of the parameters.  The parameter estimates from 
each imputation are then combined to give an overall estimate of the complete-date 
parameters  as  well  as  reasonable  estimates  of  standard  errors  (Allison,  2002).  
Overall, these methods do not offer a solution to the problem of loss of data.  They 
may, however, be used as a ‘best option’ approach to ensure that the least possible 
bias is introduced (Allison, 2002).   
 
In these analyses, the LOCF method was used to maximise the available data on 
occupational social class for the G0 generation (see section 7.2.1.1).  Using data 
collected when G1 parents were aged four, 11 or 15 increased the completeness of 
G0 social class from 85% to 97%.  This method assumes that social class was 
relatively  stable  across  the  11-year  period.    Correlation  coefficients  of  0.9  (all 
p’s<0.001) between the three scores confirmed that this was in fact the case. 
 
Listwise deletion was applied to deal with incomplete data on G1 and G2 cognitive 
ability,  G0  and  G1  social  class  and  G1  parental  educational  attainment.    This 
resulted  in  a  30%  (516/1,690)  loss  of  parent-offspring  pairs  from  the 
intergenerational dataset (figure 7.6).  Excluding individuals with no valid data on 
these variables may have raised the mean values for parental cognitive ability and 
education through selection bias, since it has been shown that British 1946 birth 
cohort  members  with  fewer  years  of  education  and  lower  cognitive  scores  were 
more likely to be missing data (Wadsworth, et al., 1992).   However, examination of 
the  516  individuals  with  missing  information  on  these  variables  revealed  no 
significant  differences  in  ability  scores,  educational  attainment  or  social  class 
between those with and those without missing data.    The only exception was that 
more parents from a manual social class background were missing ability scores 
than those with complete data on cognitive ability.   
 
Seventy  four  per  cent  (1,244/1,690)  of  parents  had  complete  data  for  all  eight 
measurements of parenting.  There were no differences in social class (G0 and G1), 
educational attainment or cognitive ability between those parents with and those 
without  missing  data.    Listwise  deletion  of  potential  confounders  and  other 
covariates reduced the sample size further for some analyses (figure 7.6), except for 
the path model analysis, which used maximum likelihood estimates and therefore 
included the complete intergenerational dataset.   
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7.5 Statistical analyses 
Statistical  analyses  were  undertaken  by  means  of  STATA
TM  v9  (StataCorp,  TX, 
USA).    In  most  cases  the  outcome  variable  –  offspring  cognitive  ability  –  was 
continuous and therefore the appropriate model was linear regression.  For analyses 
of  binary  outcomes,  for  example,  predictors  of  corporal  punishment,  odds  ratios 
were calculated using logistic regression.  When examining the consequences of 
social mobility, multinomial logistic regression was used to take into account the 
ordinal outcome variables.  The latent variable modelling programme, AMOS 4.01 
(Arbuckle,  1999),  was  utilised  for  path  model  analyses  in  chapter  nine.    These 
methods are discussed in greater detail in the relevant chapters.   
The  results  of  regression  analyses  were  reported  as  standardised  or  beta  (β) 
coefficients.  These represent the estimate of an analysis performed on variables 
that have been standardised to have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. 
Standardisation allows  for a fair comparison of the  predictive  power of  variables 
measured  on  disparate  ranges  or  expressed  in  non-comparable  units  of 
measurement (Gelman & Hill, 2007) (e.g., cognitive ability measured as a z-score 
and education based upon a binary variable representing ordinary and advanced).  
The beta coefficient represents the estimated average change in standard deviation. 
Therefore  a  beta  coefficient  of  0.25  indicates  that  for  a  one  standard  deviation 
increase in the independent variable, the estimated outcome variable increases by 
0.25 standard deviations. 
The interpretation of findings did not rely exclusively on significant p-values (p<0.05) 
but also considered the magnitude of associations and confidence intervals in order 
to avoid misinterpretation of findings based upon a single p-value or effect estimate 
(Smith, 2003). 
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Figure 7.6 Missing data profile for analyses of the intergenerational dataset. 
5,362 Birth cohort members 
(2,815 Men; 2,547, Women) 
(874 Boys; 816 Girls) 
 
1,690 Parent-offspring pairs 
(746 Men; 944 Women) 
(874 Boys; 816 Girls) 
 
1,171 Parent-offspring pairs 
(515 Men; 656 Women) 
(602 Boys; 569 Girls) 
 
3,672 excluded:  
No offspring included in second generation survey. 
516 excluded:  
Missing data on cognitive ability, social class, education or 
maternal age at childbirth. 
 
1,171 Parent-offspring pairs 
(515 Men; 656 Women) 
(602 Boys; 569 Girls) 
 
Marital mobility 
(619 Women) 
(315 Boys; 304 Girls) 
 
Chapter 8: Social mobility 
Chapter 9: Parenting  904 Parent-offspring pairs 
(410 Men; 494 Women) 
(473 Boys; 431 Girls) 
 
1,690 Parent-offspring pairs 
(746 Men; 944 Women) 
(874 Boys; 816 Girls) 
 
Chapter 10: Path analysis 
 1,052 Parent-offspring pairs 
(476 Men; 576 Women) 
(544 Boys; 508 Girls) 
 
Chapter 11: Discontinuities 
516 excluded: Missing data on 
parenting practices, parental 
health variables and offspring 
characteristics. 
 
126 excluded: Missing data on 
parenting practices, social class 
and education. 
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8.  Social mobility and intergenerational associations 
in cognitive ability 
 
 
8.1 Introduction 
Cognitive scores have repeatedly been shown to have modest correlations between 
generations, in this (section 7.3.3) and other cohorts, of approximately 0.4 (Guo & 
Harris,  2000;  Lawlor,  et  al.,  2005;  Plomin  &  Craig,  2001).    The  next  step  in 
examining these intergenerational relationships is to clarify some of the mechanisms 
that  may  be  involved  in  continuities  and  discontinuities  in  cognitive  ability.  
Intergenerational social mobility is one plausible intervening mechanism that may 
confer  cognitive  advantage  or  disadvantage  on  successive  generations  through 
pathways determining the occupational attainment of the parents. 
 
Social mobility from one generation to the next represents the difference between a 
person’s current occupation, income or wealth, and that of the family that raised that 
person.  It may also be seen as the extent to which an individual’s circumstances 
during childhood are reflected in his or her success in later life, or alternatively, the 
extent to which  that person is able to  succeed by virtue of  individual talent and 
motivation (Blanden, et al., 2005).  Cognitive ability and education are two factors 
associated with social mobility that may enable individuals to escape from the low 
social class of their parents, or to allow those who grow up in privileged homes to 
benefit  from  the  advantages  inherent  in  their  family  backgrounds  (Deary,  et  al., 
2005).  Conversely, disadvantaged social backgrounds may predispose individuals 
to poor cognitive development and school failure, which may in turn place them at 
risk of downward mobility or of an inability to escape from the poor social class into 
which  they  were  born.    Collectively,  these  factors  may  affect  the  cognitive 
development of the succeeding generation 
 
 
8.2 Specific objectives of the chapter 
This chapter examines the extent to which intergenerational social mobility of G1 
parents  predicts  cognitive  ability  in  the  next  generation,  and  how  far  it  explains 
intergenerational associations in cognitive ability.  Three hypotheses are tested:  
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•  Parents who remain in the manual social class of their G0 fathers are the most 
disadvantaged of these groups in terms of educational attainment and cognitive 
development,  and  are  therefore  the  most  likely  to  place  their  offspring  on  a 
continuing negative trajectory for poor cognitive outcomes.   
•  G2  offspring  perform  better  on  cognitive  ability  tests  if  their  G1  parents  are 
upwardly mobile  or remain  stable  in  the non-manual  social class  of their G0 
fathers, compared with those whose parents remain in the stable manual class 
of their G0 fathers. 
•  Intergenerational social mobility in G1 parents mediates part of the association 
between G1 cognitive ability and G2 cognitive ability.   
 
Based  upon  these  hypotheses,  this  chapter  addresses  the  following  research 
questions: 
1.  Does childhood cognitive ability and educational attainment predict the chance 
and direction of intergenerational social mobility of G1 parents? 
2.  Is G1 parental social mobility related to G2 offspring cognitive ability? 
3.  Is the effect of G1 intergenerational social mobility on G2 offspring IQ accounted 
for by G1 cognitive ability? 
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8.3 Measures 
Two  measures  of  social  mobility  were  used  –  occupational  mobility  and  marital 
mobility.  Occupational mobility is the extent to which the status or type of job a 
person  achieves  by  a  certain  point  in  life  resembles  that  of  his  or  her  father  or 
mother (Case & Paxson, 2006).  Occupational social class is considered to be one 
of the most useful markers of an individual’s social advantages and disadvantages, 
likely income and material conditions, and health and lifestyle (Kuh et al., 2004).  
Marriage  provides  a  second  kind  of  occupational  mobility  for  women  through 
movement from father’s occupation to husband’s occupation, otherwise known as 
marital mobility (Tyree & Treas, 1974).   
 
One of the drawbacks of analysing social mobility in this way is that there is no 
straightforward  way  of  incorporating  the  occupations  of  both  parents  into  the 
intergenerational  design.    Thus  occupational  mobility  is  limited  to  father-son  or 
father-daughter mobility.  Previous studies of intergenerational occupational mobility 
have largely been restricted to men on the grounds that women have an irregular 
attachment to employment and that their social position is usually based upon the 
economically  active  head  of  the  household,  which  in  most  instances  was  the 
husband (Blane, et al., 1999; Nettle, 2003).  This means that members of the same 
family are assumed to occupy a single position and that men, women and children 
living together in a family are assumed to have similar interests, to share similar life 
chances, and to have the same standard of living.  In the context of life course 
epidemiology, this may not be true since a mother who is working part-time because 
of childcare commitments may have different aspirations for her offspring as a result 
of her family background or employment history (Sorensen, 1994).  These analyses 
therefore used women’s own occupation at age 26 rather than a household measure 
to assign adult social class.     
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8.3.1 Occupational mobility 
Intergenerational  occupational  mobility  was  assessed  by  comparing  movement 
between occupational social class of G0 fathers when G1 parents were aged 11 
(origin) and the occupational social class of G1 parents at age 26 (attained).  A four-
class schema of the Registrar General’s classification (I & II, IIINM, IIIM, IV & V) was 
used and therefore movement of up to three social class categories was possible. 
 
Upward  mobility  was  defined  as  movement  to  a  higher  social  class  by  age  26 
compared with the social class of G0 fathers.  This included individuals who moved 
into the professional class (I & II) from classes IIINM, IIIM or IV & V.  Downward 
mobility was defined similarly, as movement to a lower social class compared with 
the G0 father’s social class.  The rest were classed as stable non-manual (non-
manual social class – I & II or IIINM – in both childhood and adulthood) and stable 
manual (manual social class – IIIM or IV & V – in both childhood and adulthood).   
 
8.3.1.1 Study sample 
These analyses were restricted to 1,171 parent-offspring pairs for whom there were 
complete data on G1 and G2 cognitive ability, G0 and G1 social class (i.e. social 
mobility category), G1 educational attainment and maternal age at childbirth.  This 
included 515 G1 men and 656 G1 women. 
 
8.3.2 Marital mobility 
Marital  mobility  in  G1  women  was  defined  as  movement  from  a  G0  father’s 
occupational social class when G1 mothers were aged 11, to a husband’s class 
when G1 mothers were aged 26.   
 
Upward mobility was defined as marriages to men whose social classes, when G1 
women  were  aged  26,  were  higher  than  those  of  their  G0  fathers.    Downward 
marital  mobility  was  defined  similarly  as  marriage  into  lower  social  classes 
compared with those of their G0 fathers.  The remainder were classed as stable 
non-manual (non-manual social class in both childhood and adulthood) and stable 
manual (manual social class in both childhood and adulthood).   
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8.3.2.1 Study population 
These analyses included 619 mother-offspring pairs for whom there were complete 
data  on  G1  and  G2  cognitive  ability,  social  mobility  category,  G1  educational 
attainment  and maternal  age  at  childbirth.    The  occupations  of  the  wives  of  G1 
fathers were not known and therefore marital mobility in men could not be assessed. 
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8.4 Analyses 
 
8.4.1 Mobility matrix 
Intergenerational occupational and marital mobility were first described by inspecting 
a mobility matrix of G0 father’s social class and G1 social class, which characterises 
movement as outflow and inflow mobility (Goldthorpe et al., 1980).  Outflow mobility 
represents  the  percentage  of  G1  parents  from  a  given  origin  class  in  each 
destination class, and is interpreted as row percentages.  Inflow mobility represents 
the proportion of G1 parents in a given class at age 26 who originated in each class 
of origin, and is interpreted as column percentages.   
 
8.4.2 Predictors of intergenerational social mobility  
To examine the effect of G1 cognitive ability and educational attainment, as well as 
maternal  age  at  childbirth,  on  the  chance  and  direction  of  intergenerational 
occupational  and  marital  mobility,  odds  ratios  were  calculated  using  a  series  of 
polytomous logistic regression models.  The polytomous logistic model is a useful 
tool for regression analysis with multinomial responses (Agresti, 2002).  The two 
outcomes  of  interest  –  occupational  and  marital  mobility  –  had  four  categories 
representing  social  mobility:  stable  non-manual,  upward,  downward  and  stable 
manual.    Those  in  the  stable  manual  category  were  employed  as  the  reference 
group.   Multinomial logistic regression assumes proportional odds, with the impact 
of  predictors  assumed  to  be  the  same  at  each  possible  threshold  of  the  scale 
(Hosmer  &  Lemeshow,  2000).    Odds  ratios  greater  than  one  indicated  a  higher 
likelihood  of  the  outcome  of  interest  compared  with  the  reference  group.  
Conversely, odds ratios below one indicated a diminished relative probability.  The 
independent variables in these analyses were parental cognitive ability at age eight, 
parental educational attainment by age 26 (dichotomised to ordinary vs. advanced) 
and maternal age at childbirth (dichotomised to   19 years vs.   20 years). 
 
8.4.3 Social mobility and offspring cognitive ability  
Linear regression models were used to examine the effect of parental occupational 
and marital mobility on offspring cognitive ability.  The results were presented as 
standardised beta coefficients which allowed for comparison of the strength of the 
relationship across genders and mobility types.  Coefficients with a non-significant p- 
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value were deemed to be not significantly different from zero – that is, no statistically 
significant association existed, although proper interpretation of the effect estimate 
took the magnitude of the standardised coefficient into account. 
 
For  these  analyses,  the  two  independent  variables  –  occupational  and  marital 
mobility  –  had  four  categories  representing  social  mobility:  stable  non-manual, 
upward, downward and stable manual.  Those in the stable manual category were 
employed as the reference group.  The dependent variable was offspring cognitive 
ability at age eight. 
 
8.4.4 Social mobility and intergenerational associations  
Hierarchical linear regression analyses were used to examine the effect of parental 
social mobility on intergenerational associations in cognitive ability.  In hierarchical 
multiple regression, the number of independent variables entered into the model and 
the order in which they are entered is predetermined and based upon logical or 
theoretical  considerations  (Gelman  &  Hill,  2007).    In  these  analyses,  following 
unadjusted models  examining  the  intergenerational  association  between  parental 
and offspring cognitive ability (model 1), parental social mobility was added to the 
models (model 2).  Finally, parental education and maternal age at childbirth were 
entered as covariates in model 3.  These analyses aimed to identify (i) whether or 
not  parental  social  mobility  significantly  decreased  the  unadjusted  association 
between  parental  and  offspring  cognitive  ability  and  (ii)  whether  or  not  parental 
educational  attainment  accounted  for  any  effect  of  parental  mobility  on 
intergenerational relationships in cognitive ability. 
 
Likelihood  ratio  tests  (LRT)  examined  whether  or  not  there  was  a  statistically 
significant difference between model 1 and model 2.  Significant p-values for the 
LRT  would  indicate  that  parental  social  mobility  significantly  reduced  the 
intergenerational  association  and  therefore  played  a  role  in  the  transmission  of 
cognitive ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring. 
 
8.4.4.1 Structural zeros 
These  regression  models  may  be  affected  by  the  fact  that  certain  types  of 
movement are impossible.  For example, G1 parents born into classes I & II could 
not move  up  and  those  born  into  classes  IV  &  V  could  not  move  down.    Such  
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prespecified  cell  values  are  known  as  structural  zeros,  since  data  includes  cells 
whose frequencies are known before any data are collected.  Structural cells can be 
avoided when fitting a model so that the calculation of the model table frequencies 
proceeds as though the structural cells are absent from the table and their values 
have no influence on the calculation of the other frequencies (Gilbert, 1993).   
 
To determine whether or not the effects of restricted mobility patterns in the extreme 
classes affected the results, models using structural zeros were calculated.  Similar 
techniques have been employed to examine patterns of mobility related to health 
selection  (Bartley  &  Plewis,  1997;  Manor,  et  al.,  2003).    Since  the  results  from 
models  including  structural  zeros  were  not  markedly  different  (table  14.3  in 
appendices), the results from the original regression models are presented. 
 
8.4.5 Stratification by G1 sex 
Owing to the marked differences existing in the labour market between men and 
women during the 1960s when G1 parents were first employed (Halsey & Webb, 
2000),  it  was  anticipated  that  the  effects  of  cognitive  ability  and  educational 
attainment  on  social  mobility  would  differ  by  sex  –  that  is,  there  would  be  an 
interaction effect.  Interaction exists when the effect of an independent variable (e.g., 
cognitive ability) on a dependent variable (e.g., mobility) differs on the value of a 
third  variable  (e.g.,  sex).    To  analyse  interaction,  it  is  necessary  to  introduce 
interaction parameters into the regression model to determine whether the terms 
significantly  improve  model  fit  over  and  above  the  case  where  no  interaction 
parameters are included – that is, compared with the model which assumes that the 
effect of education or cognitive ability is constant between sexes (James, 2001).   
Statistically this was tested by way of a likelihood ratio test. 
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8.5. Results 
 
8.5.1 Mobility matrix 
8.5.1.1 Occupational mobility 
The full social mobility matrix of G0 father’s social class by G1 social class, making 
use of six of the Registrar General’s occupational social classes, revealed some 
empty  cells  and  some  with  very  small  numbers.    Nobody  had  moved  from  G0 
father’s social class I or II to G1 social class V.  Only one man and one woman had 
moved from social class VI to I.  To avoid distortion of results due to small cell 
frequencies, social classes I and II and social classes IV and V were combined for 
future analyses, leaving four groups.  
 
Tables  8.1  and  8.2  show  the  outflow  and  inflow  percentages  for  G1  men  and 
women. The squares running from the top left to bottom right show the proportions 
for each class who were intergenerationally stable – that is, remained in the same 
social class as their G0 fathers.  The cells to the left of the squares represent the 
proportion of G1 parents who moved up in position compared with their G0 fathers’ 
social class, and the proportion who moved down compared with their class of origin 
are to the right of the squares. 
 
During  the  childhood  of  G1  parents,  approximately  60%  of  G0  fathers  were 
employed in manual occupations.   By age 26,  when G1 parents were classified 
according  to  their  own  occupations,  the  proportion  of  G1  parents  in  non-manual 
positions had increased, with a corresponding reduction in the size of the manual 
classes to 53% of men and 25% of women.  Approximately one-third of G1 parents 
remained in the same social class as their G0 fathers (42% men; 32% women) and 
of these, just under two-thirds of G1 men were stable manual and just over one-third 
of G1 women were stable manual.  G1 fathers in social classes I & II, and IIIM were 
most likely to remain in the same social class as their G0 fathers while G1 mothers 
in skilled non-manual positions (IIINM) were most likely to remain stable.     
 
Women experienced more upward mobility than men (48% for women and 38% for 
men).  This was largely attributable to G1 women moving into skilled non-manual 
positions (IIINM) from the manual class (IIIM) of their G0 fathers.  For example, 60%  
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of G1 women with skilled manual class origins and 42% from partly-skilled class 
origins moved up to the skilled non-manual class compared with approximately 12% 
of G1 men.  This particular type of short-range upward mobility may account for the 
fact that more women than men were upwardly mobile.  In contrast, upward mobility 
in men was largely attributable to the movement from skilled non-manual work to 
professional and managerial occupations (56% of men with IIINM class origins), and 
movement  from  partly-skilled  or  unskilled  manual  occupations  to  skilled  manual 
positions (46% of men with IV & V class origins). 
 
Approximately 20% of G1 parents were downwardly mobile (19% for men; 21% for 
women).  In women, this downward movement was largely accounted for by a shift 
from the professional and managerial occupations of their G0 fathers to skilled non-
manual work (46% of women with class I & II origins).  Overall, 28% of G1 men and 
45%  of  G1  women  had  crossed  the  divide  between  non-manual  and  manual 
occupations. 
 
Examining inflow percentages, the  proportion of individuals  who remained stable 
was almost always higher than the proportion drawn from any other class category; 
the  most  striking  example  being  that  almost  half  of  G1  women  from  partly  and 
unskilled manual positions remained in that social class.  Movement between the 
extremes was limited.  For example, looking down the first column of table 8.1, a 
greater proportion of G1 fathers from non-manual backgrounds reached classes I & 
II compared with those from partly-skilled and unskilled manual backgrounds (69% 
vs. 31% respectively).  Approximately one-fifth of G1 parents (20% of men; 22% of 
women) moved two or more classes in either direction, as can be seen in figure 8.1.   
 
8.5.1.2 Marital mobility 
Approximately one-third of G1 mothers married into the same occupational social 
class as their G0 fathers (table 8.3).  Of the remaining women, 41% married into a 
higher  social  class  and  23%  moved  down  in  social  position  through  marriage.  
Upward  marital  mobility  was  dominated  by  movement  from  partly-skilled  and 
unskilled  manual  positions  to  skilled  non-manual  employment,  while  downward 
mobility was dominated by movement from class IIIM to classes IV & V and from 
classes I & II to class IIINM.  This pattern of movement reflects the mobility matrix 
seen in G1 men (table 8.1).    
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Table 8.1 Occupational mobility in G1 fathers: G0 father’s social class by own social class at 
age 26. 
  Own social class 
G0 Father’s social class  I & II  IIINM      IIIM  IV & V  All 
                     
I & II 
Professional & managerial 
occupations. 
  67    21    26    4    118 
  (57)    (18)    (22)    (3)    (100) 
  (40)    (28)    (13)    (6)    (23) 
                     
IIINM    49    15    19    5    88 
Skilled occupations (non-manual).    (56)    (17)    (22)    (6)    (100) 
    (29)    (20)    (9)    (7)    (17) 
                     
IIIM    35    20    101    25    181 
Skilled occupations (manual).    (19)    (11)    (56)    (14)    (100) 
    (21)    (27)    (49)    (37)    (35) 
                     
IV & V 
Partly-skilled & unskilled 
occupations. 
  17    18    59    34    128 
  (13)    (14)    (46)    (27)    (100) 
  (10)    (24)    (29)    (50)    (25) 
                     
All    168    74    205    68    515 
    (33)    (14)    (40)    (13)    (100) 
    (100)    (100)    (100)    (100)    (100) 
                     
Values are numbers; first percentage (in brackets) represents outflow; second percentage (in brackets) 
represents inflow. 
Individuals in the boxes are intergenerationally stable, those to the right are downwardly mobile and 
those to the left are upwardly mobile. 
Outflow mobility = percentage from different class origins arriving at each destination (row 
percentages). 
Inflow mobility = percentage in each class from different class origins (column percentages).  
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Table 8.2 Occupational mobility in G1 mothers: G0 father’s social class by own social class 
at age 26. 
  Own social class 
G0 Father’s social class  I & II  IIINM      IIIM  IV & V  All 
                     
I & II 
Professional & managerial 
occupations. 
  63    68    7    9    147 
  (43)    (46)    (5)    (6)    (100) 
  (42)    (20)    (11)    (9)    (22) 
                     
IIINM    34    64    10    7    115 
Skilled occupations (non-manual).    (30)    (56)    (9)    (6)    (100) 
    (23)    (19)    (16)    (7)    (18) 
                     
IIIM    31    142    27    35    235 
Skilled occupations (manual).    (13)    (60)    (11)    (15)    (100) 
    (21)    (42)    (44)    (34)    (36) 
                     
IV & V 
Partly-skilled & unskilled 
occupations. 
  23    66    17    53    159 
  (14)    (42)    (11)    (33)    (100) 
  (15)    (19)    (28)    (51)    (24) 
                     
All    151    340    61    104    656 
    (23)    (52)    (9)    (16)    (100) 
    (100)    (100)    (100)    (100)    (100) 
                     
Values are numbers; first percentage (in brackets) represents outflow; second percentage (in brackets) 
represents inflow. 
Individuals in the boxes are intergenerationally stable, those to the right are downwardly mobile and 
those to the left are upwardly mobile. 
Outflow mobility = percentage from different class origins arriving at each destination (row 
percentages). 
Inflow mobility = percentage in each class from different class origins (column percentages).  
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Table 8.3 Marital mobility in G1 mothers: G0 father’s social class by husband’s social class 
when G1 women were aged 26. 
  Husband’s social class 
G0 Father’s social class  I & II  IIINM      IIIM  IV & V  All 
                     
I & II 
Professional & managerial 
occupations. 
  80    23    31    7    141 
  (57)    (16)    (22)    (5)    (100) 
  (38)    (25)    (14)    (8)    (23) 
                     
IIINM    49    17    33    11    110 
Skilled occupations (non-manual).    (45)    (15)    (30)    (10)    (100) 
    (23)    (19)    (15)    (12)    (18) 
                     
IIIM    54    34    90    39    217 
Skilled occupations (manual).    (25)    (16)    (41)    (18)    (100) 
    (25)    (37)    (40)    (44)    (35) 
                     
IV & V 
Partly-skilled & unskilled 
occupations. 
  30    17    72    32    151 
  (20)    (11)    (48)    (21)    (100) 
  (14)    (19)    (32)    (36)    (24) 
                     
All    213    91    226    89    619 
    (34)    (15)    (37)    (14)    (100) 
    (100)    (100)    (100)    (100)    (100) 
                     
Values are numbers; first percentage (in brackets) represents outflow; second percentage (in brackets) 
represents inflow. 
Individuals in the boxes are intergenerationally stable, those to the right are downwardly mobile and 
those to the left are upwardly mobile. 
Outflow mobility = percentage from different class origins arriving at each destination (row 
percentages). 
Inflow mobility = percentage in each class from different class origins (column percentages). 
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Figure 8.1 Occupational mobility in G1 parents. 
Figure 8.1 Occupational mobility in G1 parents.  The proportion who were upwardly mobile 
(1 to 3); stable (0); and downwardly mobile (-1 to -3). 
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8.5.2 Predictors of intergenerational social mobility  
 
Examination of the differences in parental cognitive ability and educational level by 
occupational  and  marital  mobility  category  (figures  8.2  &  8.3)  revealed  that  G1 
parents categorised as stable non-manual performed better on cognitive ability tests 
compared  with  all  other  mobility  groups.    Those  parents  who  remained  in  the 
manual positions (stable manual) of their G0 fathers had the lowest cognitive ability 
scores.  In terms of educational attainment, G1 parents who were upwardly mobile 
had completed more years in education with 49% of men achieving advanced level 
(A-level) qualifications or the equivalent compared with 29% who were stable non-
manual and 9% who were stable manual (χ2 test, p<0.001).  Likewise, G1 mothers 
who married into a higher social class had the highest levels of education, and those 
mothers remaining in manual social classes, the least years of education (44% and 
2%  respectively completing  advanced education, χ2 test, p<0.001).  Overall, G1 
parents remaining intergenerationally stable in manual occupations were the most 
disadvantaged in terms of educational achievement and cognitive ability compared 
with all other mobility categories. 
 
Logistic  regression  models  in  which  social  mobility  categories  were  treated  as 
multinomial outcomes, and parental cognitive ability and education, and maternal 
age at childbirth were inserted as independent variables, were used for the next step 
of analysis.  Preliminary analyses revealed that there was evidence of interaction 
between  the  effects  of  G1  sex  and  G1  cognitive  ability  (LRT = 11.77,  df = 3, 
p = 0.008),  and  G1  sex  and  G1  educational  attainment  (LRT = 14.14,  df = 3, 
p = 0.003) on G1 social mobility, thus indicating that stratification by parental sex 
was  necessary.    Cognitive  ability  had  a  greater  affect  on  downward  mobility  in 
women  compared  with  men  while  education  played  a  larger  part  in  determining 
which women remained stable in the non-manual social class into which they were 
born.  These effects are illustrated in figures 8.4 and 8.5.   
 
The predictors of social mobility in table 8.4 show that parental cognitive ability and 
educational attainment were positively related to upward occupational and marital 
mobility.    For  example,  the  chance  of  upward  occupational  mobility  in  G1  men, 
compared with those who remained in the stable manual group, increased by 149% 
(OR=2.49; 95% CI: 90% - 230%) for each unit increase in cognitive ability z-score.  
Parents  who  were  categorised  as  stable  non-manual  benefited  the  most  from  
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increasing cognitive ability in that their odds of remaining stable in a non-manual 
social  class  between  childhood  and  adulthood  were  approximately  threefold 
(OR=4.16 for men; OR=4.47 for women; OR=2.89 for marital mobility) that of the 
reference  group.    Similar  trends  were  seen  when  viewing  education  in  that  the 
chances of parents remaining in the non-manual social class of their G0 fathers 
improved with increasing education relative to the stable manual reference group.   
 
The chances of parents remaining stable in non-manual positions or being upwardly 
mobile increased if mothers were 20 years of age or older when they gave birth to 
their G2 offspring.  Alternatively, G1 mothers who were teenagers when they gave 
birth to their first-born offspring were more likely to be downwardly mobile.  
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Figure 8.2 Mean cognitive ability z-scores at age eight for G1 parents by social mobility 
category. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 8.3 The proportion of G1 parents with advanced education at age 26 by social 
mobility category. 
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Figure 8.4 The odds of membership of each social mobility category by cognitive ability in 
G1 parents. 
(LRT=11.77, df=3, p=0.08) 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 8.5 The odds of membership of each social mobility category by educational 
attainment in G1 parents. 
(LRT in test for interaction=14.4, df=3, p=0.003). 
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Table 8.4 Unadjusted odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals representing the likelihood of intergenerational social mobility in G1 parents, according 
to cognitive ability, educational attainment and maternal age at childbirth. 
  Occupational mobility 
a    Marital mobility 
a 
Social mobility category  G1 MEN  (n=515 )    G1 WOMEN  (n=656)    G1 WOMEN  (n=619) 
  OR  [95% CI]  p-value    OR  [95% CI]  p-value    OR  [95% CI]  p-value 
                   
Stable non-manual                   
G1 Cognitive ability (age 8) 
b  4.16  [2.9;6.0]        <0.001    4.47  [3.1;6.5]          <0.001       2.89         [2.1;3.9]  <0.001 
G1 Education (age 26) 
c  15.82   [7.9;31.9]  <0.001    25.27   [7.6;84.2]  <0.001    26.64  [11.2;63.3]  <0.001 
Maternal age at childbirth 
d  2.85  [1.6;5.0]  <0.001    4.20  [2.3;7.6]  <0.001    2.87  [1.6;5.0]  <0.001 
                       
Upwardly mobile                   
G1 Cognitive ability (age 8) 
b  2.49  [1.9;3.3]        <0.001    3.00  [2.1;4.2]      <0.001    1.48   [1.2;1.9]        0.002 
G1 Education (age 26) 
c  6.40   [3.6;11.5]  <0.001    7.67   [2.3;25.0]  <0.001    4.60   [2.0;10.4]  <0.001 
Maternal age at childbirth 
d  2.01  [1.3;3.1]  0.002    2.67  [1.6;4.5]  0.03    1.84  [1.2;2.9]  0.006 
                       
Downwardly mobile                   
G1 Cognitive ability (age 8) 
b  1.43   [1.0;1.9]       0.03    2.98   [2.1;4.2]        <0.001      1.41   [1.1;1.8]        0.02 
G1 Education (age 26) 
c  2.57   [1.3;5.0]  0.006    5.50   [1.6;18.9]  0.007    4.69   [2.0;11.7]  <0.001 
Maternal age at childbirth 
d  1.24  [0.7;2.1]  0.4    1.90  [1.1;3.4]  0.03    1.46  [0.9;2.4]  0.1 
                        a Reference category was those G1 parents who remained, or married into, the same manual occupational social class as their G0 fathers (stable manual). 
b Odds per unit increase in standard deviation.   
c Odds of mobility in parents with advanced education compared with those with ordinary education. 
d Odds of mobility in parents where the maternal age at childbirth was   20 years compared with   19 years. 
 
 
 
1
2
2
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8.5.3 Social mobility and offspring cognitive ability  
Multiple  linear  regression  models  (table  8.5)  confirmed  the  hypothesis  that  G2 
children whose parents were upwardly mobile or remained stable in higher social 
classes  (i.e.  were  stable  non-manual)  performed  better  on  cognitive  ability  tests 
compared with those whose parents were born into the lowest class and remained 
in that class through to early adulthood (i.e. were stable manual).  The strength of 
this  intergenerational  association  was  strongest  amongst  parents  who  remained 
stable in the non-manual occupations of their G0 fathers (all β’s>0.30; p<0.001), 
compared with those G2 children whose parents were stable manual. 
 
The intergenerational effects of marital mobility reflected the relationship between 
occupational  mobility  and  offspring  cognitive  ability  –  that  is,  ability  scores  were 
higher in children whose mothers belonged to the stable non-manual, upward or 
downward mobility groups compared with those in the stable manual group (table 
8.5). 
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Table  8.5  Standardised  beta  (β)  coefficients  representing  the  mean  difference  in  G2 
cognitive ability z-score by social mobility category. 
  Occupational mobility    Marital mobility 
Social mobility category  G1 MEN (n=518)    G1 WOMEN (n=656)    G1 WOMEN (n=619) 
  β  p-value    β  p-value    β  p-value 
                 
Stable non-manual  0.31  <0.001    0.33  <0.001          0.36  <0.001 
Upward  0.29  <0.001    0.20  0.001          0.19  <0.001 
Downward  0.14  0.006    0.17  0.002          0.08  0.1 
                 
Reference  category  was  those  G1  parents  who  remained,  or  married  into,  the  same  manual 
occupational social class as their G0 fathers (stable manual). 
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8.5.4 Social mobility and intergenerational associations  
For the final research question in this chapter, multivariate linear regression was 
applied to investigate the impact of social mobility on relationships between parent 
and offspring cognitive ability.  The hypothesis being tested was that the association 
between  G1  parental  and  G2  offspring  ability  was  diminished  when  G1  social 
mobility was taken into account.  This was examined separately for occupational 
mobility in men and women, and marital mobility (table 8.6).  
 
Cognitive ability of G1 fathers was positively associated with offspring ability, with 
beta coefficients indicating an increase of 0.38 standard deviations units in offspring 
ability  for  every  one  standard  deviation  unit  increase  in  paternal  ability  z-score.  
Controlling  for  occupational  mobility  in  model  2  reduced  the  intergenerational 
association somewhat (β=0.38 to β=0.31, p<0.001) but of particular importance was 
that compared with fathers in the stable manual group, upward mobility and stability 
in  non-manual  occupations  independently  influenced  offspring  cognitive  ability 
(β=0.18, p<0.001).  Although these effect sizes were almost half that of paternal 
cognitive ability (β=0.18 and β=0.31 respectively), the influence of intergenerational 
mobility  on  offspring  ability  was  confirmed  by  a  significant  likelihood  ratio  test 
(p<0.001)  which  indicated  that  there  was  a  statistically  significant  difference 
between  the  unadjusted  model  (model  1)  and  the  adjusted  model  (model  2).  
Furthermore, the intergenerational effects of upward mobility and stability in non-
manual positions remained after adjustment in model 3 for the potential confounding 
effects of education and maternal age at childbirth. 
 
Similar associations were observed in the occupational mobility of women, with the 
notable exception that membership of the stable non-manual mobility group, but not 
the upwardly mobile group, was associated with an increase in offspring cognitive 
ability  compared  with  the  reference  group.    A  further  difference  between 
occupational mobility in men and women was that maternal education was positively 
associated  with  offspring  ability  independent  of  maternal  cognitive  ability,  social 
mobility category and maternal age at childbirth (model 3).   
 
The influence of marital mobility on intergenerational associations in cognitive ability 
reflected those seen in occupational mobility in G1 men – that is, membership of the 
upwardly  mobile  and  stable  non-manual  groups  was  positively  associated  with 
offspring cognition independent of the effects of their own cognitive ability.  One  
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difference was that education continued to exert a positive effect on offspring ability 
in model  3,  over  and  above  the  effects  of  social mobility.    These  findings  point 
towards a role for maternal education in facilitating the transfer of cognitive skills 
between generations. 
 
There was no evidence that downward mobility of G1 parents affected the cognitive 
development of G2 children. 
 
The total variance in offspring ability accounted for by social mobility (model 2) was 
approximately one-quarter of that explained by parental cognitive ability (model 1, 
4% and 14% respectively) when the class destination was measured according to 
the  social  class  of  G1  men  (occupational  mobility)  or  the  social  class  of  the 
husbands  of  G1  women  (marital  mobility).    Occupational  mobility  of  G1  women 
explained negligible amount of variance in offspring ability (R
2=0.01, p=0.007). 
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Table 8.6 Standardised beta (β) coefficients representing the mean difference in G2 cognitive ability z-scores per unit increase in G1 cognitive ability z-scores.   
Table  8.6  Standardised  beta  (β)  coefficients  representing  the  mean  difference  in  G2 
cognitive ability z-score per unit increase in G1 cognitive ability z-score.  Unadjusted effects 
shown in model 1 are progressively adjusted for G1 intergenerational social mobility (model 
2), G1 educational attainment by age 26 and maternal age at childbirth (model 3). 
  Model 1 
G2 Cognitive ability 
Model 2 + 
G1 Social mobility 
Model 3 + 
Control variables 
  β  p-value    β  p-value    β  p-value 
                 
OCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY                 
                 
G1 Men  (n=515)                 
G1 Cognitive ability (age 8)  0.38  <0.001    0.31  <0.001    0.25  <0.001 
G1 Social mobility category 
a                 
  Stable non-manual        0.18  <0.001    0.14  0.006 
  Upward        0.18  <0.001    0.14  0.006 
  Downward        0.10  0.04    0.09  0.06 
G1 Education (age 26) 
b              0.07  0.1 
Maternal age at childbirth 
c              0.16  <0.001 
                 
LRT: Model 1 vs. Model 2      χ2 =16.27 
110.96 
<0.001       
                 
R
2  0.14  <0.001    0.18  <0.001    0.20  <0.001 
R
2 change        0.04  <0.001    0.02  <0.001 
                 
                  G1 Women (n=656)                 
G1 Cognitive ability (age 8)  0.38  <0.001    0.34  <0.001    0.28  <0.001 
G1 Social mobility category 
a                 
  Stable non-manual        0.16  0.004    0.10  0.05 
  Upward        0.08  0.04    0.01  0.5 
  Downward        0.05  0.3    0.04  0.4 
G1 Education (age 26) 
b              0.18  <0.001 
Maternal age at childbirth 
c              0.14  <0.001 
                 
LRT: Model 1 vs. Model 2      χ2 =12.06 
110.96 
0.007       
                 
R
2  0.15  <0.001    0.16  <0.001    0.21  <0.001 
R
2 change        0.01  0.007    0.05  <0.001 
                 
                  MARITAL MOBILITY (n=619)                 
G1 Cognitive ability (age 8)  0.39  <0.001    0.33  <0.001    0.26  <0.001 
G1 Social mobility category 
a                 
  Stable non-manual        0.25  <0.001    0.17  <0.001 
  Upward        0.14  0.005    0.10  0.02 
  Downward        0.04  0.4    0.01  0.7 
G1 Education (age 26) 
b              0.15  <0.001 
Maternal age at childbirth 
c              0.14  <0.001 
                 
LRT: Model 1 vs. Model 2      χ2 =32.91 
110.96 
<0.001       
                 
R
2  0.15  <0.001    0.19  <0.001    0.23  <0.001 
R
2 change        0.04  <0.001    0.04  <0.001 
                  a Reference category was those G1 parents who remained, or married into, the same manual occupational social 
class as their G0 fathers (stable manual). 
b Mean difference in parents with advanced education compared with those with ordinary education. 
c Mean difference in parents where the maternal age is   20 years compared with   19 years.  
Each model was adjusted for variables in the preceding model. 
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8.6. Discussion 
8.6.1 Main findings 
Parents  who  were  upwardly  mobile  and  those  who  remained  stable  in  the  non-
manual  positions  of  their  own  fathers  conveyed  the  greatest  benefit  to  the  next 
generation  in  terms  of  cognitive  development  compared  with  those  parents  who 
were downwardly mobile, or those who remained in the stable manual group.  These 
intergenerational  effects  explained  part  of  the  relationship  between  parental  and 
offspring cognitive ability, with modest contributions towards the explained variance 
in offspring ability of 4%.   The effects were greatest for G1 fathers who repeated the 
non-manual  occupational  status  of  their  own  fathers  and  for  G1  mothers  who 
married  into  the  same  non-manual  class  of  their  own  fathers.    The  educational 
attainment of mothers, but not fathers, was shown to exert a strong influence on 
cognitive  outcomes  in  the  next  generation,  over  and  above  the  effects  of 
occupational and marital mobility.  These gender-specific effects may be explained 
by the  different patterns  and  predictors of  intergenerational social mobility in G1 
parents. 
 
8.6.2 Explanation of findings 
Just over half of parents were intergenerationally mobile.  Upward mobility was more 
common, even among those born into the lower classes, while downward movement 
across  the  whole  range  of  social  classes  was  much  less  common.    Upward 
occupational mobility in men was dominated by entry to professional and managerial 
jobs and this improvement in social standing is likely to have been associated with 
improvements in income, family living conditions and educational opportunities, all of 
which may have benefited the cognitive development of their children.  Similarly, 
marriage  into  classes  I  &  II  may  have  had  similar  benefits  for  the  intellectual 
development  of  the  next  generation.    In  women,  advancement  into  skilled  non-
manual positions accounted for most of their upward mobility and these positions 
may not have conveyed the same advantages in terms of offspring development 
compared with the class I & II professions held by men.  This may explain why the 
occupational status of women had less of an influence on offspring ability than that 
of their husbands.  These findings are consistent with previous studies showing that 
the effects of marital mobility are similar to male occupational mobility compared 
with female occupational mobility (Abbott & Sapsford, 1987) and reflect Goldthorpe’s  
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argument that women tend to remain dependent on men even when employed, as 
shown  by  studies  of  women’s  economic  dependency  (Sorensen,  1994).    The 
employment of women may have been complicated by motherhood in that their type 
of employment (e.g. part-time or full-time) and their levels of earnings would have 
been  predicted  by  the  timing  of  motherhood  in  their  life  courses,  and  the  time 
elapsed since the birth of the most recent child (Nettle, 2003).  Maternal educational 
attainment,  however, may  have  been  less  dependent  on  childbirth  and  although 
women  who  started  having  children  at  a  younger  age  were  selected  for  lower 
educational and occupational attainment (see section 7.3.1), the effect of maternal 
education on offspring ability was independent of maternal age at childbirth in these 
analyses.    This  is  not  to  say  that  paternal  education  was  unimportant  in  the 
intergenerational transmission of cognitive ability, but rather that its effect was most 
probably indirect through its influence on occupational attainment. 
 
Overall,  these findings indicate that upward  occupational mobility and  stability  in 
non-manual occupations by G1 fathers conferred cognitive advantages on the next 
generation,  but  in  mothers  educational  attainment  was  of  greater  importance  to 
offspring ability.  The improvement or maintenance of a privileged social status by 
fathers  may  have  enabled  their  children  to  benefit  from  material  and  cultural 
advantages,  such  as  better  schooling,  access  to  social  networks  and  an 
intellectually-stimulating home environment, which in turn enhanced their cognitive 
development.  Increasing levels of education may have equipped mothers to provide 
cognitive  stimulation  and  encouragement,  which  have  been  shown  to  promote 
intellectual development in children (Guo & Harris, 2000; Maughan, et al., 1998).     
 
8.6.3 Comparison with other studies 
The  patterns  of  mobility  found  in  G1  parents  are  consistent  with  a  study  of 
intergenerational mobility of men in England and Wales by Goldthorpe, et al., (1980) 
which found that by 1972, when G1 parents were aged 26, there was increasing 
‘room at the top’ and substantially more upward compared with downward mobility.  
The driving force behind this change may have been the expansion of professional 
and managerial occupations compared with a decline in manual occupations from 
the  early  1950s  as  a  result  of  the  changing  structure  of  industry,  which  saw  a 
marked reduction in manufacturing (Halsey & Webb, 2000).  Census data for Britain 
reveal that the number of employees in manufacturing fell by 43% between 1966 
and 1991, whereas the numbers in both professional and managerial jobs tripled  
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(Breen & Goldthorpe, 1999).  There was an associated rise in the number of clerical 
appointments,  particularly  for  women,  so  that  skilled  non-manual  employment 
moved from being predominantly male in the 1930s to predominantly female in the 
1960s (Halsey & Webb, 2000).  These patterns are broadly consistent with those 
reported in a later born cohort, the British 1958 birth cohort, in which approximately 
half  the  men  were  found  to  have  undergone  social  mobility,  mostly  via  upward 
movement into the skilled non-manual and professional classes (Saunders, 1997).   
 
However, it has been shown that intergenerational mobility (defined according to 
family  income),  fell  markedly  between  1958  and  a  British  cohort  born  in  1970.  
Following a comparison of intergenerational mobility in the UK, Europe and North 
America, Blanden, et al., (2005) reported that the reason for this decline may have 
been  due  to  the  increasing  relationship  between  family  income  and  educational 
attainment  between  these  cohorts  in  that  additional  opportunities  to  remain  in 
education beyond the ages of 16 and 18 years disproportionately benefited those 
from more advantaged backgrounds (i.e. those from classes I & II).  Education was 
perhaps the way that individuals prepared for the new demands from employers for 
numeracy and literacy skills compared with the declining requirement for on-the-job 
training  schemes.    With  educational  opportunities,  most  notably  university 
participation, being more restricted to affluent families in later born cohorts (Blanden 
et al., 2005), it is likely that the potential for upward mobility by way of education was 
reduced.   
 
The findings presented here are in agreement with analyses of the British 1958 birth 
cohort  (Nettle,  2003)  and  a  Scottish  cohort  (Deary,  et  al.,  2005)  which  showed 
education and cognitive ability to be important predictors of the chance and direction 
of  social  mobility.    Furthermore,  these  data  show  that  intergenerational  social 
mobility plays a role in the transmission of intellectual ability between generations.  
Although the current findings represent a specific population at a particular time – 
that is, Britons born during educational reforms and entering the labour force during 
a  period  of  massive  increases  in  non-manual  jobs  –  the  overall  relationships 
between education, cognitive ability and social mobility remained comparable with 
other studies. 
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8.6.4 Limitations 
These  findings,  however,  should  be  considered  in  light  of  certain  limitations 
introduced as a result of the measures of SEP and social mobility that were applied.  
Assigning social class according to the Registrar General system is relatively crude 
since very little is known about the specific occupational skills that benefit cognitive 
ability  (Richards  &  Sacker,  2003).    Furthermore,  the  difficulty  has  already  been 
stressed of measuring occupational status in women who have recently become 
mothers.    Occupational  social  class  measures  are  considered  less  useful  as  a 
measure of SEP for women of child-bearing age compared with men, since many 
mothers  work  part-time or  even move to  the margins of the  labour force as the 
demands  of  their  families  change.    Here  such  mothers  are  often  assigned  an 
occupational  class  that  might  not  reflect  their  true  SEP  (Nettle,  2003).    This  is 
evidenced in a detailed and large-scale study of the lifetime work histories of women 
in  1985  which  found  that  51%  of  women  returning  to  work  after  having  a  child 
changed social class with 37% moving down and 14% moving up.  Furthermore, 
part-time  workers  were  more  likely  to  be  downwardly  mobile  (Martin  &  Roberts, 
1984).  A further topic requiring thought, when considering mobility in women during 
this period, is the fact that comparing the occupations of women with those of their 
fathers is not ideal – given the sex differences in occupational structure as well as 
the  changes  in  labour  force  participation  that  have  occurred  over  the  decades 
following the birth of G1 parents (Nettle, 2003).  Unfortunately, it is difficult to predict 
the effects of these issues, if any, in this cohort. 
 
8.6.5 Strengths 
These findings augment the few studies (Deary, et al., 2005; Nettle, 2003) to have 
examined  intergenerational  social  mobility  using  prospective  longitudinal  data  to 
show  the  importance  of  education  and  cognitive  ability  in  upward  occupational 
mobility.  Furthermore, these analyses extend the findings to include women, and in 
so doing draw attention to some interesting gender differences – namely, the unique 
contribution  of  maternal  education  and  paternal  employment  status  to  offspring 
cognitive ability. 
 
8.6.6 Conclusions 
Upward  occupational  and  marital  mobility  and  persistence  in  non-manual 
occupations  explained  a  small,  yet  significant  part  of  the  intergenerational  
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association  between  parent  and  offspring  cognitive  ability,  over  and  above  the 
effects of parental education and maternal age at childbirth.  In women, the effects 
of intergenerational changes in occupation on offspring ability were fully explained 
by their levels of education.  The educational attainment of fathers had important 
indirect effects on offspring ability through its influence on the chance and direction 
of occupational mobility.  An observation of mobility trends between the 1958 and 
1970 British birth cohorts reveals that educational attainment has risen slightly since 
the parents included in these analyses were born (Blanden et al., 2005).  However, 
it was shown that these gains were concentrated among children of high-income 
backgrounds and therefore interventions directed towards equal access to education 
might be the key to improving social mobility.  Parental education may influence 
offspring  cognitive  development  in  a  number  of  ways.    For  example,  it  might 
influence  the  decisions  parents  make  on  the  importance  of  education  for  their 
children,  as  well  as  the  parenting  practices  that  they  adopt.    These  issues  are 
explored in the next chapter.  
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9.  Parenting practices and intergenerational 
associations in cognitive ability 
 
 
9. 1 Introduction 
So far, this work has shown that an improvement in social status across the life 
course of parents positively influences the cognitive development of their offspring.    
The  focus  of  this  chapter  will  turn  towards  parenting  practices,  which  have 
consistently  been  associated  with  socioeconomic  circumstances  (Cairns,  et  al., 
1998; Lempers, et al., 1989; McLeod & Shanahan, 1993) and may therefore work 
alongside  social mobility  in  influencing  intergenerational  associations  in  cognitive 
ability. 
 
There is modest yet consistent evidence that a wide range of parenting practices are 
associated with offspring cognitive development.  Cohort studies indicate that harsh 
discipline  may  hinder  it  (Estrada  et  al.,  1987),  while  children  who  benefit  from 
parental interest in, and enthusiasm for, their education (Douglas, 1967), maternal 
affection (Guo & Harris, 2000; Wadsworth, 1986) and nurturance (Andersson, et al., 
1996) as well as cognitively-stimulating environments (Guo & Harris, 2000; Tamis-
LeMonde, et al., 2004; Wadsworth, 1986) achieve higher cognitive ability test scores 
and  do  well  at  school.    Such  children  are  also  more  likely,  as  parents,  to  be 
enthusiastic  and  encouraging  in  relation  to  their  own  children’s  education 
(Wadsworth,  1986).      It  follows,  therefore,  that  parenting  practices  may  play  an 
important role in the transmission of cognitive skills from one generation to the next. 
 
It is also important to consider the role of parental characteristics, which may be 
direct predictors of poor cognitive outcomes in offspring (e.g. social background, 
education) as well as being indirect predictors of ability outcomes through pathways 
that determine parenting behaviour.  For example, it is possible that the child-rearing 
skills  of  one  generation  may  be  related  to  parenting  practices  in  the  next,  and 
thereby exert indirect influences on the cognitive development of third generation 
offspring.  Previous work on the British 1946 birth cohort found that those members 
who  experienced  the  effects  of  parental  divorce,  separation  or  death  during 
childhood, were significantly more likely to have less affectionate relationships with 
their first-born child (i.e. G2 offspring) (Wadsworth, 1985).  Of particular relevance is 
the  finding  that  these  second-generation  children  achieved  significantly  poorer  
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scores  on  cognitive  ability  tests  at  age  eight.   This  suggests  that  continuities  in 
parenting  practices  may  be  related  to  the  frequently-observed  associations  in 
cognitive ability across generations. 
 
Parental mental health is another factor that contributes to differences in parenting 
behaviours (Lovejoy, et al., 2000) and may therefore indirectly have an impact on 
the  cognitive  development  of  the  next  generation.    It  has  been  suggested  that 
mental illness diminishes parental ability to provide a developmentally appropriate 
learning  context  (Oyserman,  et  al.,  2005)  and  predisposes  parents  to  rely  on 
methods of harsh and coercive discipline and to demonstrate reduced sensitivity 
towards their children (Bor & Sanders, 2004).  In the same way, it is conceivable 
that adult health may also affect parenting practices.  Although there is no direct 
evidence  to  support  this  notion,  childhood  IQ  has  been  shown  to  influence  the 
adoption of health behaviours in later life, including smoking initiation (Kubicka, et 
al., 2001), alcohol consumption (Batty, et al., 2006), diet and exercise (Batty, et al., 
2007).  These lifestyle choices may in turn affect parenting behaviours.  Healthy 
parents,  for  example,  are  more  likely  to  be  able  and  inclined  to  spend  time 
interacting with their children in cognitively-stimulating activities.  On the other hand, 
parental  health may impact occupational  success and therefore  have an  indirect 
effect on offspring cognitive development through family income which affords the 
provision of an intellectual home environment.  
 
 Another important consideration is that associations between parenting practices 
and children’s cognitive achievements might be affected by the characteristics of 
individual children.  For example, the interactions of fathers with their offspring have 
been  shown  to  vary  with  children’s  gender  (Andersson,  et  al.,  1996)  and 
temperament (Estrada et al., 1987; Scarr, 1985).  These analyses therefore took 
into account a wide range of grandparental, parental and offspring characteristics in 
assessing  the  role  of  parenting  practices  on  cross-generational  associations  in 
cognitive ability. 
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9. 2 Specific objectives of the chapter 
The overall aim of this chapter is to examine the impact of parenting practices on 
intergenerational  associations  in  cognitive  ability.    To  this  end,  the  predictors  of 
parenting practices are explored and the consequences of these behaviours on the 
cognitive development of the next generation are examined.  This is followed by an 
assessment  of  how  far  the  parenting  practices  of  G1  parents  explain  parent-
offspring cognitive ability associations.  Four hypotheses are tested: 
•  The educational and social background of G1 parents, their health status, as 
well as aspects of the parenting that they themselves received, affect the ways 
that they parent their G2 children.   
•  G1 parenting behaviours are directly related to offspring cognitive development.  
G2 offspring perform better on cognitive ability tests if their parents provide both 
an intellectually-stimulating and affectionate home environment, and interest in 
their  school  activities.    Conversely,  offspring  are  at  risk  of  poor  cognitive 
development if their G1 parents apply coercive discipline practices or corporal 
punishment.   
•  The  effects  of  these  parenting  practices  predict  offspring  ability  beyond  the 
contribution  of  parental  cognitive  ability,  thus  confirming  a  role  for  parenting 
behaviour in the intergenerational transmission of intellectual ability.   
•  There  is  an  indirect  effect  of  G0  child-rearing  practices  on  the  cognitive 
development of G2 offspring through the influence of G0 parenting practices on 
equivalent G1 parenting practices.  
 
Based upon these hypotheses, this chapter considers these research questions: 
1.  To  what  extent  do  G1  parental  characteristics  (cognitive  ability,  education, 
maternal age at childbirth, social mobility, mental health, and physical health) 
predict subsequent parenting practices? 
2.  To what extent does G0 parental interest in the school activities of G1 parents 
and the affectionate relationship between G0 parents and G1 children affect 
how  G1  parents  parented  their  own  G2  offspring?  (i.e.  are  there 
intergenerational continuities in parenting behaviours?) 
3.  Are  G2  offspring characteristics,  such as frequency of  temper tantrums and 
whether or not they smacked their parents, related to the parenting practices of 
G1 parents?  
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4.  Are  G1  parenting  practices  associated  with  G2  childhood  cognitive  ability, 
independently of G1 parental cognitive ability? 
 
 
 
9. 3 Measures 
 
9.3.1 G0 and G1 parenting practices 
Nine measures of G0 and G1 parenting practices were examined for their part in the 
intergenerational transmission of cognitive ability.  These measures, summarised in 
table 9.1, included maternal and paternal parenting behaviours. 
 
9.3.2 Offspring characteristics 
It is important to differentiate between continuities driven by characteristics of the 
parental  generation  and  continuities  driven  by  the  offspring  (Rutter,  1998).    A 
number of G2 characteristics were therefore also assessed to determine whether 
the offspring’s reactions to rearing experiences affected the parenting practices of 
their  G1  parents,  and  if  so,  whether  or  not  these  affected  the  intergenerational 
association in cognitive ability.  These included mothers’ reports on the following: 
•  G2 offspring was highly strung at age four (dichotomised to no vs. yes). 
•  G2 offspring had frequent temper tantrums at age four (dichotomised to no vs. 
yes)  
•  G2 offspring frequently got angry with parents at age eight (dichotomised to no 
vs. yes). 
•  G2 offspring frequently  tried to smack  or hurt mother at ages four and  eight 
(dichotomised to no vs. yes).  
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Table 9.1 Summary of G0 and G1 parenting measures. 
Parenting measure  Questionnaire item(s) or rating used  Score 
G0 Grandparents     
Parental interest  Teacher reports of G0 interest in the school activities of G1 
parents when they were aged eight. 
 
0-50 
Maternal affection  Ratings by G1 parents of how affectionate their G0 mothers 
were, ranging from 1 (very like this) to 4 (very unlike this). 
 
0-4 
Paternal affection  Ratings by G1 parents of how affectionate their G0 fathers 
were, ranging from 1 (very like this) to 4 (very unlike this). 
 
0-4 
G1 Parents 
     
Intellectual environment 
(age 8) 
•  Mother regularly took books out of the library. 
•  Father regularly took books out of the library. 
•  Parents read for pleasure. 
•  Child regularly took books out of the library. 
 
0-4 
Cognitive stimulation 
(age 4) 
•  Parents taught child to count. 
•  Parents taught child to write. 
•  Parents taught child the alphabet. 
•  Parents taught child their colours. 
 
0-4 
Affection 
(ages 4 and 8) 
•  Mother was affectionate towards child  
•  Father was affectionate towards child  
 
0-4 
Parental interest  
(age 8) 
Based upon summed score of parental reports of the 
frequency of teacher-parent contacts and teacher-parent 
communication. 
 
0-4 
Parental aspirations 
(age 8) 
Parental wishes that child should remain in school beyond 
minimum leaving age, and hopes and aspirations for further 
education. 
0-4 
     
Coercive discipline 
(ages 4 and 8) 
•  Parents told child they would not love him/her. 
•  Parents disagreed about discipline practices.  
•  Parents used discipline inconsistently.  
•  Parents frightened child with a policeman. 
•  Parents threatened to use a stick.  
•   
0-4 
Corporal punishment 
(ages 4 and 8) 
G1 parents smacked G2 offspring in response to bad 
behaviour.  0 or 1 
     
See sections 7.2.4 and 7.2.5 for a full description of these measures. 
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9.4 Analyses 
 
9.4.1 Predictors of G1 parenting practices  
Linear regression models examined variations in G1 parenting practices according 
to a range of grandparental, parental and offspring characteristics.  G1 parenting 
measures were entered individually as dependent variables ranging along a 5-point 
continuum.    The  higher  the  score,  the  higher  the  level  of  cognitive  stimulation, 
intellectual  environment,  affection,  parental  interest,  aspirations  and  coercive 
discipline.    Standardised  beta  coefficients  were  calculated  so  that  associations 
between  different  measures  of  parenting  could  be  compared.    For  corporal 
punishment, odds ratios were calculated using logistic regression to determine the 
likelihood of parents smacking their children as a form of punishment, according to 
each independent variable. 
 
The  independent  variables  included:  G0  and  G1  social  class  for  the  head  of 
household  (dichotomised  to  manual  vs.  non-manual),  parental  cognitive  ability, 
parental social mobility (stable non-manual, upward, downward and stable manual, 
with those in the stable manual category used as the reference group), parental 
education  (dichotomised  to  ordinary  vs.  advanced),  maternal  age  at  childbirth 
(dichotomised to    19 years and   20 years), parental physical (chronic health, 
physical  activity,  smoking)  and  mental  health  (psychiatric  disorder,  neuroticism, 
extraversion, postnatal depression), and offspring characteristics: sex; offspring was 
highly strung; had frequent temper tantrums; smacked parents and got angry with 
parents (all dichotomised to no vs. yes). 
 
9.4.1.1 Intergenerational continuities in parenting 
Similarities between parenting practices used in the grandparental (G0) and parental 
(G1)  generation  were  examined  using  linear  regression  analyses.    G0  parenting 
practices  (parental  interest,  maternal  and  paternal  affection)  were  entered  as 
independent variables and G1 parenting practices (parental interest and affection) 
as dependent variables. 
 
Ideally,  the  items  used  to  measure  parenting  should  be  identical  between 
generations (Chen & Kaplan, 2001) but this was not possible, since the items asked  
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of G1 parents were not available for their G0 parents.  Nevertheless, attempts were 
made to approximate the parental reports of involvement and affection by making 
use  of  the  available  data.    However,  the  shortcomings  of  these  measures  are 
acknowledged.  The similarities and differences in the parenting measures used for 
each generation are summarised in table 9.2. 
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Table  9.2  Measures  used  to  assess  intergenerational  continuity  in  parenting  practices 
between G0 grandparents and G1 parents. 
  G0 parents → G1 children    G1 parents → G2 children 
       
Parental interest     
Data   Prospective.    Prospective. 
 
Respondent  Teachers of G1 children at age 
eight. 
  G1 mothers and wives of G1 
fathers. 
 
Instrument  Self-completed questionnaire.    Semi-structured questionnaire 
completed when G2 offspring 
were aged eight. 
 
       
Affection       
Data   Retrospective.    Prospective. 
 
Respondent  G1 parents at age 43.    G1 mothers and wives of G1 
fathers when G2 offspring were 
aged eight. 
 
Instrument  Parental Bonding Instrument 
(care dimension). 
  Semi-structured questionnaire 
completed when G2 offspring 
were aged eight. 
       
See sections 7.2.4 and 7.2.5 for a full description of these measures. 
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9.4.2 Parenting practices and offspring cognitive ability  
The relationships between G1 parenting behaviours and G2 cognitive ability were 
examined  using  linear  regression  models.    G1  parenting  practices  (cognitive 
stimulation,  intellectual environment,  parental affection, parental  interest,  parental 
aspirations and coercive discipline) were included as independent variables while 
the outcome of interest was offspring cognitive ability measured at age eight. 
 
9.4.3 Parenting practices and intergenerational associations  
The extent to which the associations between parental and offspring cognitive ability 
were explained by parenting practices was assessed by way of hierarchical multiple 
linear regression.  These analyses examined whether or not G1 parental cognitive 
ability,  entered  as  the  independent  variable,  continued  to  make  a  significant 
contribution  to  G2  offspring  cognitive  ability  (i.e.  the  dependent  variable)  after 
adjustment for the intergenerational effects of G1 parenting practices. 
 
Likelihood ratio tests assessed whether or not there existed a statistically significant 
difference between model 1, assessing the direct relationship between parent and 
offspring cognitive ability, and model 2, which included G1 parenting practices.  A 
significant reduction in the parent-offspring ability association between model 1 and 
model  2  would  indicate  that  parenting  practices  explained  part  of  the 
intergenerational association.  A range of control variables, shown to be important 
predictors  of  parenting  practices  in  univariate  analyses  (section  9.5.1),  were 
adjusted for in model 3. 
 
9.4.4 The effects of parent and offspring sex 
Considering that much of the literature on parenting practices focuses on maternal 
behaviours with minimal emphasis on the role of the father, little is known of paternal 
contributions  to  parenting.    It  is  therefore  likely  that  the  antecedents  and 
consequences of parenting practices may vary by parental sex.  Likewise, there is 
conflicting  evidence  for  a  modifying  effect  of  offspring  sex  on  the  relationship 
between maternal child-rearing practices and the cognitive abilities of children (see 
section 2.2.4.3). 
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To determine whether or not effects of the predictors of parenting practices under 
examination varied by G1 sex, tests for interaction (described in section 8.4.5) were 
undertaken for each of the independent variables.  Associations between parenting 
practices and offspring cognitive ability were also examined for possible interaction 
effects of G1 and G2 sex.  Where statistically significant differences were identified, 
effect estimates are reported stratified by sex.  
 
9.4.5 Study sample  
Initial unadjusted associations were examined in 702 parent-offspring pairs for which 
there  were  complete  data  on  all  G0,  G1  and  G2  characteristics  included  in  the 
analyses.  Predictors not shown to be significantly associated with any parenting 
practices  were  subsequently  dropped  from  the  analyses.    Similarly,  parenting 
practices not associated with parental or offspring cognitive ability were excluded 
from further examination on the basis that they did not support the hypothesised 
pathway –  that  is, they  were unable to mediate  intergenerational associations in 
cognitive ability.  These included G1 parental interest, smoking, corporal punishment 
at  age  four  and  maternal  age  at  childbirth.    Dropping  these  variables  for  the 
multivariate analyses (section 9.5.3) increased the sample size, through reduction of 
missing data points, to 904 parent-offspring pairs. 
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9.5. Results 
 
9.5.1 Predictors of G1 parenting practices  
The  range  of  scores  (0-4)  for  each  parenting  measure  were  roughly  normally 
distributed, with those for cognitive stimulation slightly skewed towards the right (i.e. 
more parents than not engaged their children in cognitively-stimulating tasks) and 
those  for  coercive  discipline  were  slightly  skewed  to  the  left  as  fewer  parents 
reported responding to unfavourable behaviour in this way.   
 
Linear regression analyses revealed that parental cognitive ability was associated 
with  all  parenting  measures  in  the  expected  direction  (table  9.3).    Parents  with 
higher  ability  scores  were  more  likely  to  stimulate  their  children  cognitively  with 
learning-associated tasks at age four and by taking them to the library at age eight 
(i.e. fostering an intellectual environment).  For example, for each standard deviation 
unit increase in the G1 cognitive ability, the quality of the intellectual environment 
changed  by  one-quarter  of  a  standard  deviation  unit  (β=0.25,  p<0.001).    Higher 
parental ability scores were also associated with greater affection and interest in 
their offspring’s schooling in terms of interest in, and aspirations for, their future.  
Such parents were also less coercive in response to misbehaviour.   
 
Similar  trends  were  observed  in  parents  with  further  or  higher  education,  those 
where the head of household was employed in a non-manual occupation, as well as 
those who were upwardly mobile  or stable non-manual, and in families where the 
mothers were aged 20 or older when giving birth to G2 offspring.  In addition, the 
association between own social class and parenting practices was much weaker 
than that of the  head of  household measure.  This may  reflect the  occupational 
underachievement of the mothers as a result of their commitments to child care 
(discussed in section 8.6.2).   
 
Intergenerational associations between G0 social class and G1 parenting practices 
reflected those seen between G1 social class and parenting behaviours, although 
associations were generally weaker.  Maternal age at childbirth was not associated 
with any parenting practices. 
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Higher levels of exercise were associated with higher levels of stimulation, affection 
and  parental  interest,  as  well  as  greater  aspirations  and  a  better  intellectual 
environment.    Parents  classified  as  ‘most  active’  were  also  less  likely  to  use 
coercive discipline strategies (β=-0.18, p<0.001).  The smoking habits of G1 parents 
and their overall health ratings at age 36 did not influence their parenting practices.  
 
Mental illness was associated with poorer parenting practices, particularly in women.  
Mothers  with  higher  neuroticism  scores  were  more  likely  to  employ  coercive 
discipline  (β=0.25,  p<0.001)  while  those  with  high  extraversion  scores  were  less 
involved in the school activities of their children (β=-0.14, p=0.005).   Contradictory 
to  previous  findings,  postnatal  depression  did  not  affect  maternal  parenting 
behaviours (Lovejoy, et al., 2000).  One explanation for this may be that information 
on  postnatal  depression  was  based  on  retrospective  self-reports  which,  in  some 
instances, were collected over 30 years after the birth of G1 offspring. 
 
Offspring  characteristics  affected  the  levels  of  coercive  discipline more  than  any 
other parenting measure.  Parents used more coercion to discipline children who 
were  highly  strung,  had  frequent  temper  tantrums  or  interacted  with  them  by 
smacking them or becoming angry with them.  An alternative explanation might be 
that G2 offspring with these characteristics resulted in the G1 parents using more 
coercive  discipline  techniques.    The  exact  mechanism  of  this  relationship  is  not 
possible to determine from these data.  There was some indication that coercive 
discipline  was  imposed  slightly  less  on  girls  than  boys.    This  supports  previous 
assertions that parents may advocate less punishment for girls than boys engaging 
in similar misbehaviour (Carter & Welch, 1981).  One other notable difference by 
offspring sex was that parents were less interested in the schooling of their child if 
their first-born offspring was a boy (β=-0.11, p=0.002). 
 
Looking at the standardised effect estimates (β), parental education, social class of 
the head of household, and cognitive ability contributed the most to differences in 
parenting practices.  These parental characteristics exerted the greatest influence 
on the quality of the intellectual environment and coercive discipline practices (β’s = 
±0.25, all p’s <0.001). 
 
More than 90% of parents reported using corporal punishment (age four: 889/904, 
97%; age eight: 820/904, 91%).  This form of punishment was not related to parental  
  145
cognitive ability when G2 offspring were aged four (OR=0.91, p=0.7), but by age 
eight  for  every  one-unit  increase  in  standardised  ability  score,  the  likelihood  of 
parents imposing corporal punishment decreased by 30% (OR=0.60; 95% CI: 0.5-
0.8, p<0.001; table 9.4).  Other factors that predicted the likelihood of G1 parents 
inflicting  corporal  punishment  included  their  social  background  and  educational 
attainment at age 26, and whether or not their G2 children had frequent temper 
tantrums or smacked them.  There was also some evidence that psychiatric disorder 
decreased the chances of parents smacking their children as a form of punishment 
(OR=0.59, p=0.05), although this effect estimate only just met conventional cut-offs 
for statistical significance. 
 
9.5.1.1 Intergenerational continuities in parenting practices 
Consistent with previous findings in the British 1946 birth cohort (Wadsworth, 1986), 
G0 parental interest was positively associated with improved scores on cognitive 
ability tests in G1 parents at age eight (β=0.22, p<0.001).  However, there was little 
evidence to suggest that the level of parental interest reported for G0 grandparents 
predicted similar behaviours in the next generation of G1 parents (β=0.09, p=0.06; 
table 9.5).   
 
The  level  of  affection  shown  by  G1  parents  towards  their  G2  offspring  was  not 
associated with the degree of affection shown between G0 grandparents and G1 
parents when they were children.  Furthermore, G0 affection was not related to G1 
cognitive ability in childhood (maternal affection: β=0.07, p=0.4; paternal affection: 
β=0.06, p=0.3). 
 
This  lack  of  intergenerational  continuity  in  parenting  behaviours  refutes  the 
hypothesis  that  G0  child-rearing  practices  indirectly  affect  G2  IQ  through  their 
association with G1 parenting practices. 
 
 
 
 
  
 
Table 9.3 Standardised beta (β) coefficients representing the mean difference in G1 parenting practices by G0 grandparental, G1 parental and G2 offspring characteristics.   
Table 9.3 Standardised beta (β) coefficients representing the mean difference in G1 parenting practices by G0 grandparental, G1 parental and G2 offspring 
characteristics (n=702; Men: n=311, Women: n=391). 
  Cognitive 
stimulation    Intellectual 
environment    Affection    Parental  
interest    Aspirations    Coercive 
discipline 
  β  p-value    β  p-value    β  p-value    β  p-value    β  p-value    β  p-value 
                                   
G0 Characteristics                                   
Social class 
a  0.08  0.01    0.14  <0.001    0.02  0.5    0.07  0.06    0.10  0.008    -0.19  <0.001 
                                   
G1 Characteristics                                   
Cognitive ability (age 8) 
b  0.11  0.001    0.25  <0.001    0.12  <0.001    0.15  <0.001    0.17  <0.001    -0.26  <0.001 
Social class (hoh) 
a  0.08  0.02    0.24  <0.001    0.14  <0.001    0.11  0.004    0.13  <0.001    -0.31  <0.001 
Social class (own) 
a  0.06  0.07    0.10  <0.001    0.08  0.01    0.09  0.07    0.04  0.05    -0.13  <0.001 
Social mobility                                   
  Stable non-manual  0.11  0.008    0.20  <0.001    0.05  0.3    0.21  <0.001    0.15  0.002    -0.31  <0.001 
  Upward  0.08  0.05    0.21  <0.001    0.16  <0.000    0.22  <0.001    0.24  <0.001    -0.29  <0.001 
  Downward  0.07  0.1    0.12  0.005    0.06  0.2    0.11  0.03    0.15  0.003    -0.15  0.001 
Education (age 26) 
c  0.15  0.000    0.25  <0.001    0.03  0.06    0.07  0.05    0.17  <0.001    -0.27  <0.001 
Maternal age at childbirth 
d  0.02  0.6    0.01  0.7    0.04  0.3    0.03  0.3    0.00  0.5    -0.08  0.1 
                                   
G1 Physical health                                   
Chronic illness (age 20-25) 
e  0.00  0.9    -0.05  0.1    -0.07  0.07    0.01  0.7    0.00  0.8    -0.03  0.4 
Physical activity (age 36) 
f                                   
  Less active  0.10  0.009    0.07  0.09    0.06  0.1    0.05  0.2    0.08  0.04    -0.08  0.04 
  Most active  0.11  0.004    0.18  <0.001    0.15  <0.001    0.11  <0.001    0.12  0.001    -0.18  <0.001 
                                   
Mean difference in: 
amanual vs. non-manual; 
bper unit increase in standard deviation; 
cordinary vs. advanced education; 
d ≤ 19 years vs. ≥ 20 years; 
eparents without vs. parents with a chronic illness; 
and 
f parents who were inactive vs. parents who were most active and less active.  
hoh=head of household. 
1
4
6
  
 
Table 9.3 Standardised beta (β) coefficients representing the mean difference in G1 parenting practices by G0 grandparental, G1 parental and G2 offspring 
characteristics (n=702; Men: n=311, Women: n=391) (continued). 
  Cognitive 
stimulation    Intellectual 
environment    Affection    Parental  
interest    Aspirations    Coercive 
discipline 
  β  p-value    β  p-value    β  p-value    β  p-value    β  p-value    β  p-value 
                                   
Smoking (age 26) 
a                                   
  Ex-smoker  -0.04  0.3    -0.11  0.003    -0.02  0.7    -0.03  0.5    -0.09  0.02    0.02  0.008 
  Current smoker  0.01  0.8    0.04  0.6    0.03  0.5    0.04  0.3    -0.01  0.9    0.10  0.6 
                                   
G1 Mental health                                   
Psychiatric disorder (age 15-32) 
b                                   
  Mild  0.02  0.5    0.07  0.04    0.03  0.4    0.05  0.1    0.07  0.03    0.04  0.2 
  Severe  0.00  0.9    0.07  0.03    -0.01  0.8    0.00  0.9    -0.05  0.1    0.00  0.9 
Neuroticism (age 26) 
c  -0.03  0.3    0.01  0.8    -0.07  0.05    -0.04  0.3    -0.02  0.4    M:   0.10  0.09 
F:   0.25  <0.001 
Extraversion (age 26) 
c  0.03  0.4    -0.07  0.07    0.08  0.01    M:  -0.03  0.7    0.03  0.4    -0.04  0.3 
F:  -0.14  0.005 
Postnatal depression 
d  0.01  0.9    0.01  0.9    0.09  0.1    -0.06  0.3    0.08  0.2    -0.02  0.7 
                                   
G2 Characteristics                                    
Sex 
e  0.01  0.7    0.05  0.2    0.02  0.5    -0.11  0.002    -0.07  0.04    -0.09  0.02 
Highly strung (age 4) 
f  0.00  0.9    -0.03  0.4    -0.10  0.003    0.04  0.3    0.05  0.2    0.17  <0.001 
Frequent temper tantrums (age 4)
f   -0.01  0.9    -0.05  0.2    -0.04  0.2    0.00  1.0    0.01  0.8    0.16  <0.001 
Smacks parents (age 4) 
 f  0.02  0.4    0.01  0.9    0.06  0.1    -0.06  0.1    0.03  0.4    0.10  0.008 
Smacks parents (age 8) 
 f  -0.07  0.04    -0.04  0.3    -0.09  0.009    0.01  0.8    0.00  1.0    0.15  <0.001 
Gets angry with parents (age 8) 
f  0.07  0.03    0.02  0.6    0.01  0.7    0.02  0.6    0.03  0.4    0.14  <0.001 
                                   
Mean difference in: 
anon-smokers vs. ex and current smokers; 
bparents with no psychiatric disorders vs. those with mild and severe disorders; 
cper unit increase in extraversion and neuroticism score; 
dmothers with no postnatal depression vs. those with postnatal depressive symptoms; 
eparents of boys vs. girls; and parents whose G2 children who were not temperamental vs. those who were.  
M=Males; F=Females.   
1
4
7
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Table 9.4 Odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals representing the lik elihood of G1 parents using corporal punishment to discipline their G2 offspring according to G0, G1 and G2 characteristics.   
Table  9.4  Odds  ratios  and  95%  confidence  intervals  representing  the  likelihood  of  G1 
parents using corporal punishment to discipline their G2 offspring according to G0, G1 and 
G2 characteristics (n=702; Men: n=311, Women: n=391). 
  Corporal punishment age 4    Corporal punishment age 8 
  OR  [95% CI]  p-value  OR  [95% CI]  p-value 
               
G0 characteristics                
Social class 
a  0.41  [0.2;0.9]  0.05    0.85  [0.5;1.3]  0.4 
               
G1 factors               
Cognitive ability (age 8) 
b  0.91  [0.6;1.4]  0.7    0.60  [0.5;0.8]  <0.001 
Social class (hoh) 
a  0.46  [0.2;1.2]  0.1    0.53  [0.3;0.9]  0.02 
Social class (own) 
a  0.32  [0.1;1.0]  0.05    0.70  [0.4;0.9]  0.06 
Social mobility               
  Stable non-manual  0.27  [0.0;1.3]  0.1    0.63  [0.2;1.6]  0.3 
  Upward  0.56  [0.1;2.6]  0.5    0.48  [0.3;1.4]  0.09 
  Downward  0.72  [0.1;4.3]  0.7    0.68  [0.3;1.8]  0.4 
Education (age 26) 
c  0.50  [0.2;1.2]  0.1    0.51  [0.3;0.9]  0.01 
Maternal age at childbirth 
d  2.93  [0.7;13.2]  0.2    1.44  [0.4;4.1]  0.7 
               
G1 Physical health               
Chronic illness (age 20-25) 
e  0.83  [0.2;2.9]  0.8    1.10  [0.4;2.1]  0.8 
Physical activity (age 36) 
f  0.73  [0.4;1.2]  0.2    0.93  [0.7;1.2]  0.6 
  Less active  1.44  [0.4;4.9]  0.6    0.91  [0.5;1.6]  0.7 
  Most active  0.58  [0.2;1.4]  0.3    1.04  [0.6;1.8]  0.9 
Smoking (age 26) 
g  0.78  [0.4;1.4]  0.4    0.82  [0.6;1.1]  0.3 
  Ex-smoker  1.91  [0.7;5.2]  0.2    1.12  [0.7;2.1]  0.5 
  Current smoker  0.60  [0.2;1.5]  0.3    0.70  [0.4;1.3]  0.3 
               
G1 Mental health                
Psychiatric disorder (age 15-32) 
h             
  Mild  1.28  [0.5;3.0]  0.6    0.59  [0.4;0.9]  0.05 
  Severe  1.19  [0.2;9.2]  0.9    0.54  [0.2;1.5]  0.2 
Neuroticism (age 26) 
i  1.01  [0.9;1.1]  0.8    1.06  [1.0;1.1]  0.07 
Extraversion (age 26) 
i  0.98  [0.9;1.1]  0.8    1.06  [0.9;1.1]  0.2 
Postnatal depression 
j  2.56  [0.5;12.3]  0.2    2.33  [0.7;7.4]  0.1 
               
G2 characteristics 
               
Sex 
k  0.50  [0.2;1.2]  0.1    0.91  [0.5;1.5]  0.7 
Highly strung 
l  2.79  [0.9;8.3]  0.07    1.03  [0.6;1.8]  0.9 
Frequent temper tantrums 
l  3.49  [1.3;9.0]  0.01    2.33  [1.4;3.9]  0.002 
Smacked parents (age 4) 
l  0.81  [0.3;1.9]  0.6    1.90  [1.2;3.1]  0.02 
Smacked parents  (age 8) 
l  0.43  [0.2;1.2]  0.1    1.33  [0.6;3.2]  0.05 
Got angry with parents 
  0.25  [0.1;0.9]  0.03    1.11  [0.7;1.9]  0.7 
                Odds ratios representing the likelihood of parents using corporal punishment in  
a manual vs. non-manual; 
bper unit 
increase in standard deviation; 
c ordinary vs. advanced education; 
d ≤ 19 years vs. ≥ 20 years; 
e parents without vs. 
parents with a chronic illness; and 
f parents who were inactive vs. parents who were most active and less active; 
gnon-smokers vs. ex and current smokers; 
hparents with no psychiatric disorders vs. those with mild and severe 
disorders; 
iper unit increase in extraversion and neuroticism score; 
j mothers with no postnatal depression vs. those 
with  postnatal  depressive  symptoms; 
kparents  of  boys vs.  girls and 
lparents  whose  G2  children  who  were  not 
temperamental vs. those who were.  
 
Table 9.5 Standardised beta (β) coefficients representing the mean difference in G1 parenting practices by G0 parenting behaviours.    
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Table  9.5  Standardised  beta  (β)  coefficients  representing  the  mean 
difference  in  G1  parenting  practices  by  G0  parenting  behaviours 
(n=702). 
 
G0 Parenting practices 
G1 Parenting practices 
Parental interest    Affection 
       
Parental interest  0.09  0.06       
Maternal affection        0.01  0.6 
Paternal affection        -0.02  0.6 
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9.5.2 Parenting practices and offspring cognitive ability  
Tests for interaction between parenting behaviours and offspring sex revealed that 
child-rearing practices did not affect the cognitive outcomes of G2 boys and girls 
differently  (all  p’s>0.1),  and  accordingly  these  analyses  were  not  stratified  by 
offspring sex. 
 
The  results  in  table  9.6  confirm  the  hypothesised  associations  between  G1 
parenting behaviours and offspring IQ.  Cognitively-stimulating tasks, an intellectual 
home  environment,  parental  affection  and  aspirations  emerged  as  predictors  of 
improved  cognitive  ability  in  second-generation  children.    Conversely,  coercive 
discipline and corporal punishment at age eight were negatively related to offspring 
ability.    G1  parental  interest  had  no  affect  on  the  cognitive  development  of  G2 
offspring. 
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Table 9.6 Standardised beta (β) coefficients representing the mean difference in G2 offspring cog nitive ability z-scores by G1 parenting behaviours. 
Table 9.6 Standardised beta (β) coefficients representing  
the  mean  difference  in  G2  offspring  cognitive  ability  z-
scores.  
by G1 parenting behaviours (n=702).     G2 Cognitive ability 
  β  p-value 
     
G1 Parenting practices     
Cognitive stimulation  0.12  0.002 
Intellectual environment  0.35  <0.001 
Affection  0.09  0.01 
Parental interest  0.04  0.2 
Aspirations  0.17  <0.001 
Coercive discipline  -0.27  <0.001 
Corporal punishment (age 4)  -0.07  0.06 
Corporal punishment (age 8)  -0.09  0.01 
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9.5.3 Parenting practices and intergenerational associations  
Cognitive  stimulation,  the  provision  of  an  intellectual  environment,  parental 
aspirations  and  the  use  of  coercive  discipline  by  fathers  were  independently 
associated with offspring ability in the expected directions, after the contribution of 
parental  cognitive  ability  was  taken  into  account  (model  2,  table  9.7).    These 
parenting  practices  reduced  the  association  between  parental  and  offspring 
cognitive ability by one-third (β=0.35 to β=0.23, LRT: χ
2=110.96, p<0.001), thereby 
demonstrating their roles in the intergenerational transmission of cognitive ability.  
Furthermore,  the  cross-generational  effects  of  parenting,  although  somewhat 
attenuated, continued to explain unique variances in offspring cognitive ability after a 
range of control variables were added to the hierarchical regression in model 3. 
 
G1 affection and corporal punishment were no longer related to offspring cognitive 
ability  once  the  effects  of  cognitive  stimulation,  intellectual  environment  and 
aspirations had been taken into account in model 2. 
 
The  control  variables  that  remained  independently  associated  with  offspring 
cognitive ability in the final model included social class of the head of household, 
and  the  education  of  the  mother  at  childbirth.    Three  measures  of  offspring 
temperament (frequent temper tantrums and smacked parents at age eight) were 
also inversely related to their own cognitive ability.  Social mobility no longer directly 
affected intergenerational ability associations. 
 
An examination of the standardised beta coefficients in the final model showed that 
the strength of the relationship between the quality of the intellectual environment 
and offspring ability was similar, if not slightly stronger, than that between G1 and 
G2 cognitive ability (β=0.20 and β=0.18 respectively, both p’s<0.001).  Cognitive 
stimulation and parental aspirations exerted a more moderate influence on offspring 
ability with the effect estimates being less than half (aspirations: β=0.06, p=0.03; 
coercive discipline: β=-0.16, p=0.05) that of the intellectual environment. 
 
The  total  variance  in  offspring  ability  accounted  for  by  parental  cognitive  ability 
(model 1) and parenting practices (model 2) was roughly equal at 12% (R
2=0.12 and 
0.24  respectively).    Together,  the  predictors  included  in  model  3  explained 
approximately 28% of the variance in offspring cognitive ability (R
2=0.28, p<0.001), 
of which social class and education accounted for 3%.    
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9.5.4 Combinations of parenting practices 
In light of these findings, the effects of different combinations of parenting practices 
(e.g. G1 parents who provided a highly stimulating intellectual environment but had 
low aspirations for their G2 children) on offspring ability were examined using linear 
regression.    These  analyses  were  restricted  to  parenting  practices  found  to  be 
significantly associated  with G2 ability in adjusted  analyses (table 9.7)  – that is, 
cognitive  stimulation,  intellectual  environment,  parental  aspirations  and  coercive 
discipline.  Parents with scores on these parenting variables (which ranged from 0 to 
4) of 3 or 4 were defined as high scorers and those with scores of 0 or 1 were 
defined as low scorers.   The combinations examined are listed in table 9.8.  The 
number of G1 parents with each combination of parenting practices varied greatly 
from  3 (high coercive discipline, low cognitive stimulation) to 496 (high cognitive 
stimulation, low coercive discipline).   
 
Adjusted analyses (table 9.8) show that combinations of high and low scores on 
measures of the intellectual environment, cognitive stimulation and aspirations had 
the  expected  positive  and  negative  effects  on  offspring  ability  respectively.    G1 
parents who provided a highly stimulating intellectual environment together with high 
levels of cognitive stimulation or high aspirations provided the greatest benefit to G2 
offspring  in  terms  of  cognitive  development  (β=0.18,  p<0.001).    Similarly,  high 
scores on measures of intellectual environment and parental aspirations coupled 
with low levels of coercive  discipline  were significantly positively  associated  with 
offspring ability (β= 0.19, p<0.001).   
 
In contrast, the positive effects of high scores for intellectual environment, cognitive 
stimulation  and  parental  aspirations  were  negated  by  high  levels  of  coercive 
discipline (e.g. high intellectual environment, high coercive discipline β=0.05, p=0.8).  
It  also  appears  that  the  positive  effects  of  a  highly  intellectual  environment  on 
offspring ability were diminished if G1 parents had low aspirations (β= -0.07, p=0.1) 
or provided little or no cognitive stimulation (β=0.01, p=0.7).  Similarly, high levels of 
cognitive  stimulation  in  the  absence  of  an  intellectual  environment  adversely 
affected G2 ability scores (β= -0.09, p=0.003).   
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Table 9.7 Standardised beta (β) coefficients representing the mean difference in G2 offspring cog nitive ability z-scores by G1 parental cognitive ability z-scores.   
Table  9.7  Standardised  beta  (β)  coefficients  representing  the  mean  difference  in  G2 
offspring  cognitive  ability  z-scores  by  G1  parental  cognitive  ability  z-scores.    Unadjusted 
effects shown in model 1 are progressively adjusted for parenting measures (model 2) and 
control variables (model 3). (n=904: Men: n=410; Women: n=494). 
  Model 1 
G1 Cognitive ability 
Model 2 + 
Parenting measures 
Model 3 + 
Control variables 
  β  p-value    β  p-value    β  p-value 
                 
G1 Cognitive ability   0.35  <0.001    0.23  <0.001    0.18  <0.001 
                 
G1 Parenting measures                 
Cognitive stimulation        0.07  0.01    0.06  0.04 
Intellectual environment         0.24  <0.001    0.20  <0.001 
Affection        0.02  0.6    0.00  1.0 
Aspirations        0.08  0.02    0.06  0.03 
Coercive discipline       
M: -0.19  <0.001    M: -0.16  0.05 
F: -0.08  0.06    F: -0.01  0.8 
Corporal punishment (age 8)      -0.03  0.4    -0.01  0.6 
                 
Control variables                 
G0 Social class               0.02  0.6 
G1 Social class (hoh)              0.13  <0.001 
G1 Social class (own)              0.04  0.4 
G1 Social mobility                 
  Stable non-manual              0.00  0.9 
  Upwards              0.07  1.0 
  Downwards              0.03  0.5 
G1 Education              
M:  0.02  0.7 
F:  0.11  0.03 
G1 Illness              0.01  0.7 
G1 Physical activity               0.05  0.1 
G1 Psychiatric disorder              0.03  0.3 
G1 Neuroticism              0.04  0.2 
G1 Extraversion              0.03  0.2 
G2 Sex              0.02  0.5 
G2 Highly strung               -0.06  0.06 
G2 Frequent temper tantrums             -0.06  0.04 
G2 Smacked parents (age 4)            0.04  0.2 
G2 Smacked parents (age 8)            -0.07  0.02 
G2 Got angry with parents            0.01  0.6 
                 
LRT: Model 1 vs. Model 2      χ2 = 110.96  <0.001       
                 
R
2  0.12  <0.001    0.24  <0.001*    0.28  <0.001 
R
2 change        0.12  <0.001    0.04  <0.001 
                 
**R
2 cognitive stimulation=0.1; R
2 intellectual environment=0.7; R
2 aspirations=0.2; R
2 coercive 
discipline=0.2.   
Each model was adjusted for variables in preceding model. 
M=Males; F=Females. 
 
 
Table 9.8 Standardised regression coefficients (β) representing the mean difference in G2 offspring cognitive ability z-scores by different combinations of parenting practices.  
  155
Table 9.8 Standardised regression coefficients (β) representing the mean difference in G2 
offspring cognitive ability z-scores by different combinations of parenting practices (n=904).  
Parenting practices  n 
a  β β β β 
b  p-value 
           
High-high           
Intellectual environment  Cognitive Stimulation  350  0.18    <0.001 
Intellectual environment  Aspirations  313  0.18    <0.001 
Intellectual environment  Coercive discipline  44  0.05    0.8 
Cognitive stimulation  Aspirations  466  0.09    0.003 
Cognitive stimulation  Coercive discipline  100  -0.02    0.6 
Aspirations  Coercive discipline  74  0.00    1.0 
           
Low-low           
Intellectual environment  Cognitive Stimulation  49  -0.06    0.4 
Intellectual environment  Aspirations  97  -0.07    0.1 
Intellectual environment  Coercive discipline  133  -0.06    0.06 
Cognitive stimulation  Aspirations  15  -0.09    0.004 
Cognitive stimulation  Coercive discipline  18  -0.05    0.1 
Aspirations  Coercive discipline  162  -0.01    0.7 
           
High-low           
Intellectual environment  Cognitive stimulation  11  0.01    0.7 
Intellectual environment  Aspirations  52  0.07    0.1 
Intellectual environment  Coercive discipline  326  0.19    <0.001 
Cognitive stimulation  Intellectual environment  243  -0.09    0.003 
Cognitive stimulation  Aspirations  182  0.00    0.9 
Cognitive stimulation  Coercive discipline  496  0.07    0.03 
Aspirations  Intellectual environment  161  -0.05    0.1 
Aspirations  Cognitive stimulation  7  0.00    1.0 
Aspirations  Coercive discipline  409  0.11    0.001 
Coercive discipline  Intellectual environment  66  -0.08    0.1 
Coercive discipline  Cognitive stimulation  3  0.00    1.0 
Coercive discipline  Aspirations  29  -0.02    0.5 
           
a n represents the number of G1 parents reporting different combinations of parenting practices.  
b Standardised beta coefficients are adjusted for G0 social class, G1 social class, G1 social mobility, 
G1  education,  G1  illness,  G1  physical  activity,  G1  psychiatric  disorder,  G1  neuroticism,  G1 
extraversion, G2 sex, G2 frequent temper tantrums, G2 smacked parents, G2 got angry with parents. 
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9.6. Discussion 
 
9.6.1 Main findings 
Several important findings relating to the contribution of parenting practices to the 
intergenerational  transmission  of  cognitive  ability  emerged.    The  quality  of  the 
intellectual environment provided by G1 parents was the most influential parenting 
measure  affecting  the  cross-generational  association,  with  effects  on  offspring 
cognitive ability equalling those of parental cognitive ability.  The magnitude of the 
negative association between coercive discipline and offspring cognitive ability for 
G1 fathers was almost as great.  Parental aspirations and cognitive stimulation also 
influenced the cognitive development of G2 offspring, but the effect was half that of 
the intellectual environment.  These effects were seen over and above the influence 
of parental cognitive ability, thus demonstrating the role for parenting in the transfer 
of IQ between generations. 
 
9.6.2 Explanation of findings 
How might parenting practices influence the intellectual development of children?  
Parents who engaged their preschool children in cognitively-stimulating activities, 
such as teaching them the alphabet, may also have given them more information 
and feedback about their attempts to solve problems as a result of their educational 
background.  Similarly, those parents who encouraged an intellectual environment 
through their own reading habits and facilitation of trips to the library were more 
likely  to  be  from  a  privileged  social  background  which  enabled  them  to  provide 
better educational opportunities and greater resources for learning.  Parents who 
had themselves benefited from educational and occupational success were more 
likely  to  have  placed  greater  value  on  achievement,  and  therefore  had  higher 
aspirations  for  their  offspring.    Parental  expectation  has  been  seen  to  influence 
socialisation behaviours and parent-child interaction patterns (Hill, 2001) and it may 
be  that  parents  engaged  and  supported  their  children  in  solving  problems  as  a 
means of realising their ambitions in relation to the future success of their offspring.  
Together, these factors may have encouraged the flow of information across the 
generations, therefore positively influencing offspring cognitive development. 
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Conversely,  coercive  discipline  could  have  reduced  opportunities  for  learning  by 
discouraging the child to persist in problem solving, and limiting the frequency and 
quality of positive and reciprocal parent-child interactions.  Furthermore, coercive 
parent-child  interactions  may  teach  children  negative  interpersonal  styles  of 
behaviour that interfere with academic performance and peer relationships (Bor & 
Sanders,  2004).    The  stress  associated  with  coerciveness  may  also  impair  the 
regulation  of  the  HPA  axis  thereby  affecting  the  biological  pathways  involved  in 
cognitive development (McEwen & Seeman, 1999).  This negative effect of coercion 
was seen only in fathers.  While it is not possible from these analyses to determine 
the reason for this gender-specific effect, the findings suggest that the nature of 
disciplinary interactions between parents and their children may vary according to 
parental sex.  If this is the case, genetic effects may be implicated, but this would 
require further investigation by way of a genetically-driven study design, such as an 
adoption study (Plomin & Spinath, 2004).   
 
It  is  interesting  to  observe  that  the  measure  of  intellectual  environment,  which 
represents  the  reading  habits  of  the  parents  and  offspring,  appears  to  have  a 
greater  influence  on  offspring  ability  compared  with  cognitive  stimulation  that 
involves  parents  actively engaging  with their  children in teaching  them  important 
skills such as counting.  This may be for a number of reasons.  Learning to read is a 
critical milestone for children in that reading skills are the foundation for academic 
success.    Educational  research  focusing  on  the  social  context  of  literacy 
development identified the importance of book reading as a family routine for the 
later  acquisition  of  literacy  skills  by  children  (Sulzby  &  Teale,  1991).    Many 
economically disadvantaged children have difficulty in the early years of school, in 
large part due to their failure to learn to read (Gee, 2001).  The measure of the 
intellectual  environment  may  therefore  reflect  not  only  the  reading  culture  in  the 
home but also the economic circumstances that enable parents to provide access to 
books and other literary material.  Studies have shown that the potential language 
and cognitive gains from early reading cannot be completely achieved through other 
important development-promoting activities in the home, such as talking (Snow, et 
al., 1998), and this might explain why the literary home environment was observed 
to be more important for offspring cognitive ability than cognitive stimulation.  It may 
also be that parents who promote good reading habits by setting an example and 
encouraging their offspring to read, are teaching them important non-cognitive skills, 
such as motivation and perseverance (Farkas, 2003).  Children who read regularly 
may, as a result, be more inquisitive and this may increase the number of parent- 
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child  interactions  that  promote  intellectual  development.    Parents  who  respond 
encouragingly to these early forms of learning confer value on the acquired skills 
which in turn may lead to a self-reinforcing motivation to learn. 
 
There was some evidence that offspring cognitive development was hampered by 
child behaviours, specifically frequent temper tantrums and the smacking of parents.  
This supports Rutter’s assertion of reciprocity, which suggests that the temperament 
of  the  child  can  affect  reactivity  to  specific  parenting  behaviours  and  thereby 
moderate the effects of parenting on children (Rutter, 1985).  It may also be that 
parents of children who respond to them aggressively are less inclined or less able 
to engage in intellectually-stimulating tasks and undertake outings.    
 
When offspring were aged eight, more than 97% of parents reported smacking their 
children.  Despite the fact that the use of corporal punishment has declined since 
these  data  were  collected  in  the  1960s  (approximately  80%  of  parents  reported 
using  corporal  punishment  in  1968  compared  with  26%  in  1999  (Nobes,  et  al., 
1999), these figures are high.  The most likely explanation is in the definition used.  
Questions on corporal punishment were left to the mother to define what smacking 
meant.  Furthermore, no information was collected on the frequency or severity of 
smacking, which probably resulted in misclassification of this measure.  This means 
that parents who smacked their child once a year and those who hit their child every 
day  would  have  been  grouped  together.    Thus,  any  conclusions  drawn  on  the 
possible effects of corporal punishment are of limited value. 
 
The  findings  offered  little  support  for  the  hypothesis  that  continuity  in  parenting 
practices across generations affects offspring cognitive development – that is, that 
G0  grandparents’  child-rearing  practices  influenced  the  cognitive  development of 
their G2 grandchildren through the influence of G0 parenting practices on equivalent 
G1  parenting  practices.    Two  reasons  may  account  for  this  lack  of  association.  
Intergenerational links necessarily involve two parents and usually several children.  
These analyses examined links between only one parent and one child and it is 
possible  that  the  effects  of  upbringing  experienced  by  one  parent  may  be 
accentuated or mitigated by the negative or positive qualities of the other parent 
(Rutter, 1989).  Furthermore, rigorous examination of intergenerational continuities 
in parenting was not possible, since the measures of parenting were not uniform 
across generations.  For example, the measure of G0 parental interest was based 
upon teacher-reports, while in G1 parents, it was self-reported.  The latter may not  
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have distinguished between school visits initiated by the parent and those for which 
the parent was asked to meet a teacher for poor behaviour or underachievement.  In 
addition,  the  measures  of  affection  used  for  G0  parents  were  based  upon 
retrospective reports by G1 parents 30 years later.  Such recollections tend to be 
subject  to  distortion  of  memory,  current  perceptions  or  emotional  states  and 
behaviours (Chen & Kaplan, 2001) and therefore might not offer the best method of 
measuring intergenerational continuities in parenting practices. 
 
The effects of parental social mobility on intergenerational IQ associations, reported 
in chapter eight, were no longer present once parenting practices were included in 
the models.  This suggests that social mobility may play a more indirect role in the 
transmission of cognitive skills between generations.  Upward mobility and stability 
in non-manual social classes may therefore be important for the development of 
certain parenting behaviours (reported in section 9.5.1) but not directly implicated in 
the transfer of cognitive ability. 
 
That social class and maternal education had important effects on offspring ability 
over and above the affects of parenting practices, suggests that these factors may 
mediate  other  pathways  leading  to  cognitive  development.    Social  status,  for 
example, may influence peer relationships and access to health facilities (Morris, et 
al.,  2005)  while  education  is  known  to  influence  parental  choice  of  schooling 
(Chevalier & Lanot, 2002). 
 
Post-hoc analyses of different combinations of parenting practices indicated that the 
intergenerational effects of different parenting measures may have been diminished 
or  enhanced  in  the  presence  of  other  parenting  behaviours.    For  example,  the 
benefit  of  an  intellectual  environment  was  diminished  in  parents  who  had  low 
aspirations for their G2 children.  This would suggest that it was the absence of 
positive  parenting  practices  and  not  just  the  presence  of  negative  parenting 
behaviours  that  adversely  affected  offspring  cognition.    This  is  consistent  with 
Baumrind’s  authoritative  and  authoritarian  parenting  typologies  which  represent 
similar levels of parental control but in the presence and absence of parental warmth 
and child input respectively (Baumrind, 1991). 
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9.6.3 Comparison with other studies 
Given the diverse range of studies on parenting and cognitive ability, all of which 
employ  their  own  definitions  of  parenting,  it  is  impossible  to  make  any  direct 
comparisons with existing evidence.  Nevertheless, these findings support previous 
studies which  have shown  that  cognitively-stimulating activities  such as museum 
visits, the presence of books and magazines (Guo & Harris, 2000), and parents’ own 
reading  habits  and  whether  or  not  they  engaged  in  reading  activities  with  their 
children  (Cairns,  et  al.,  1998;  Maughan,  et  al.,  1998;  Wadsworth,  1986)  to  be 
important factors in the promotion of cognitive development.  These effects may not 
be restricted to childhood, as evidenced from a study of more than 7,000 members 
of  the  Whitehall  II  Study  which  showed  that  the  effects  of  parental  expectation, 
warmth  and  strictness  on  cognitive  outcomes  persisted  into  adulthood  (Singh-
Manoux, et al., 2006).   
 
Although two studies (Cairns, et al., 1998; Maughan, et al., 1998) reported that the 
benefits of parental reading habits were restricted to girls, no gender differences 
were found in this sample.  The findings for coercive discipline support the one study 
(Kagan  &  Freeman,  1963)  to  have  shown  an  inverse  association  between 
coerciveness  and  offspring  cognitive  ability  in  early  childhood.    However,  in  this 
research the measure of coercive discipline was poorly defined so it is not possible 
to make any firm comparisons.   
 
Many  of  the  regression  studies  linking  parenting  practices  to  offspring  cognitive 
ability (reviewed in section 2.2.4) failed to take account of the confounding effects of 
parental SEP (Douglas, 1967; Wadsworth, 1986), parental cognitive ability (Cairns, 
et al., 1998; Douglas, 1967; Maughan, et al., 1998; Tamis-LeMonde, et al., 2004; 
Wadsworth, 1986) and parental education (Andersson, et al., 1996; Douglas, 1967).  
In particular, previous results from the British 1946 birth cohort showing positive 
associations  between  (G0)  parental  interest  in  the  schooling  of  G1  children  and 
cognitive ability (Douglas, 1967), and the description of the affectionate relationship 
between  G1  mothers  and  G2  offspring  and  vocabulary  and  reading  scores 
(Wadsworth, 1986), failed to adjust for social background and parental ability.  This 
could account for the lack of findings in relation to the measures of parental interest 
and affection found in these analyses.   
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The lack of effect of corporal punishment on offspring ability contradicts the study by 
Smith  and  Brookes-Gunn  (1997)  which  found  evidence  that  persistent  harsh 
discipline reported by mothers and observed during home interviews was associated 
with lower scores on the Stanford-Binet Intelligence test in girls.  The concern raised 
by many health professionals with regard to research on corporal punishment is that 
no clear distinction is made between non-abusive corporal punishment and harmful, 
abusive  behaviours  (Gershoff,  2002).    The  latter  is  undoubtedly  associated  with 
many  detrimental  cognitive  and  psychosocial  outcomes  (Pears  &  Fisher,  2005; 
Weiss, et al., 1992).  It may therefore be the case that corporal punishment at the 
severe end of the spectrum, where the distinction between discipline and abuse is 
unclear, might impede intellectual development but given the available measures 
this was impossible to examine in these analyses. 
 
The amount of variance in cognitive ability accounted for by parenting practices in 
previous studies was typically modest compared with the contribution of maternal 
cognitive ability and social class.  In Andersson et al. (1996) for example, nurturance 
explained  3%  of  the  variance  in  verbal  ability  while  maternal  cognitive  ability 
accounted for 15% of the total variance.  In these analyses, cognitive stimulation, 
parental aspirations and coercive discipline contributed equally moderately to the 
variance in offspring ability (1%, 2% and 2% respectively), but the quality of the 
intellectual  environment  explained  7%  of  the  total  variance  in  offspring  cognitive 
ability.  This exceeded the contribution of social class and education to offspring 
ability, which was 3%. 
 
9.6.4 Limitations 
In  addition  to  the  restrictions  imposed  by  the  subjective  measure  of  corporal 
punishment, further misclassification bias may have been introduced as a result of 
measures applied and the method of data collection.  The parenting measures relied 
solely on reports from mothers on how they and their husbands interacted with their 
children and disciplined them, rather than using home observations (e.g. Olson & 
Kaskie, 1992; Tamis-LeMonde, et al., 2004).  Self-report measures could possibly 
result  in  attenuated  associations,  since  respondents  may  be  unwilling  to  report 
socially  undesirable  information,  thereby  reducing  confidence  in  the  validity  and 
reliability of the measurement (Simons, et al., 1991).  Nevertheless, recent research 
has shown that there is a correspondence between the self-reported child-rearing 
attitudes of mothers and their actual child-rearing behaviours (Dekovic, et al., 1991;  
  162
Kochanska,  et  al.,  1989).    Such  single-informant  reports  can  also  lead  to 
misclassification  bias  as  a  result  of  the  particular  respondent’s  personality  or 
disposition.    For  example,  interpretations  of  what  counts  as  affection  may  be 
determined by a mother’s own experience as well as the perceived social norms of 
what counts as an affectionate relationship.  
 
Missing data may also affect results.  Response bias at the individual level may 
have  underestimated  the  magnitude  of  the  effects  of  parental  social  class  and 
education  on  offspring  cognitive  development  since  ‘missingness’  was  more 
common in parents from lower social class groups.  Such parents were also less 
likely to have provided information on parenting practices.   It is difficult to determine 
the  effects  of  missing  data  on  the  size  and  direction  of  inferences  drawn,  but 
subsequent  analyses  (chapter  ten)  adopt  a  maximum  likelihood  approach  in  an 
attempt to overcome this difficulty. 
 
The degree to which these results will replicate by utilising different measures of 
parenting and with respondents of different ages, is not known.  The fact that the 
results reported here support a number of previous studies that have made use of 
similar measures of parenting (Cairns, et al., 1998; Guo & Harris, 2000; Kagan & 
Freeman, 1963; Maughan, et al., 1998), suggest that such replication may in fact 
occur. 
 
9.6.5 Strengths 
An  important  strength  is  that  these  analyses  made  use  of  multigenerational, 
longitudinal data to examine a question that has not previously been considered – 
that is, the extent to which parenting practices explain intergenerational associations 
in cognitive ability.  The quality of the intellectual environment, cognitive stimulation, 
parental  aspiration  and  coercive  discipline  were  all  found  to  be  independently 
associated with offspring ability and were therefore identified as potential mediators 
of  cognitive  ability  associations  across  generations.    In  addition,  these  analyses 
controlled for a wide range of grandparental, parental and offspring characteristics 
and thus attempted to avoid alternative confounding explanations.   
 
A further strength of this work is that models take into account the life course events 
of mothers and fathers.  Previous studies of the effects of parenting on offspring 
cognitive ability have been mostly limited to mothers, so that gender-specific effects,  
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such as the role of coercive discipline in fathers, could not be identified.  In similar 
vein, few studies have considered the reciprocal effects between parenting practices 
and  child  behaviour.    Aspects  of  offspring  temperament,  including  frequency  of 
temper  tantrums  and  smacking  of  parents,  were  shown  to  be  associated  with 
parenting  behaviours and in  turn influenced  the intergenerational  transmission of 
cognitive ability. 
 
9.6.6 Conclusions 
Intergenerational associations in cognitive ability were shown to be partly mediated 
by  parenting  practices.    The  quality  of  the  intellectual  environment,  cognitive 
stimulation and parental aspirations were all found to be beneficial to the cognitive 
development  of  children,  while  coercive  discipline  practices  in  fathers  were 
associated  with  poorer  cognitive  outcomes.    These  effects  were  seen  over  and 
above the cross-generational influences of parental social class and education, as 
well as the possible confounding effects of parental physical and mental health and 
offspring temperament. 
 
These findings add to a growing body of evidence suggesting that environments 
which do not facilitate cognitive development at a young age place children at an 
early disadvantage.  The implications of this result for improving the early intellectual 
development  of  children  by  intervention  in  parenting  practices  and  discipline 
techniques,  have  been  assessed  in  several  intervention  programmes  in  the  UK 
(Roberts & Hall, 2000) and in the USA (Hubbs-Tait, et al., 2002).  Although they 
offer promising results in the short-term, these gains showed rapid attrition once 
interventions were withdrawn.  Further understanding of the pathways involved in 
parenting and intergenerational associations in cognitive ability might well help to 
focus interventions on more distal factors, such as education, that could perhaps 
improve the possibilities of success.  These pathways will be explored in greater 
detail in the next chapter by way of path model analysis.  
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10.   Paths between parental and offspring ability 
 
 
10.1 Introduction 
The intergenerational relationship between parental and offspring cognitive ability 
has been widely reported (Guo & Harris, 2000; Lawlor, et al., 2005; Plomin & Craig, 
2001).   Findings  in  this  thesis  have  already made  clear that  parenting  practices 
might account for some of this association.  It has also been shown that a range of 
factors across the parents’ life course, such as social background and education, 
influence parenting behaviours.  The next step is to identify the ways that these 
factors interact along the parental life course to mediate the transfer of cognitive 
skills  across  generations.    To  this  end,  path  model  analysis  was  employed  to 
examine multiple pathways through which cognitive ability might be transferred from 
parents to children. 
 
 
 
10.2 Methods 
10.2.1 Path analysis 
Path  analysis  represents  an  extension  of  simple  regression  modelling  of  one 
dependent variable on an independent variable.  It allows for the analysis of more 
complicated models where there are several final dependent variables and those 
where  there  are  several  intervening  variables  (Loehlin,  2004).    Although  path 
models can neither be used to establish causality nor even to determine whether or 
not a specific model is correct, they can determine whether the data are consistent 
with a prespecified theory-driven model (Streiner, 2005).   
 
10.2.2 Theoretical model 
The theoretical model on which the analyses in this chapter are based (figure 10.1) 
provides a framework that aims to move beyond the simple quantification of the 
association  between  G1  parental  and  G2  offspring  cognitive  ability,  to  a  fuller 
understanding of factors that potentially mediate this relationship.  The proposed 
mediating  variables  are:  G1  educational  attainment,  social  class  (determined 
according to the employment of the head of household), and parenting practices.   
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The theoretical model allows parental cognitive ability to affect each of the mediating 
mechanisms and these in turn are allowed to affect offspring cognitive ability.  In this 
way  path  model  analysis  allows  both  the  direct  and  indirect  effects  of  parental 
cognitive ability on offspring ability to be assessed.  It is hypothesised that part of 
the effect of G1 cognitive ability on G2 cognitive ability is mediated by G1 parenting 
behaviours.   Also included in the framework is G0 social class, given the evidence 
that social background is an important determinant of childhood cognition (Feinstein, 
2003) as well as child-rearing behaviours (Cairns, et al., 1998).  Although no direct 
effects of G0 social class on G2 offspring have been found so far in this thesis, it is 
hypothesised that G0 social class might influence the cognitive development of G2 
offspring via its effect on G1 SEP and parenting practices.  
 
In  the  interests  of  parsimony,  only  the  most  highly  correlated  and  theoretically 
relevant predictors of parenting practices and G2 cognitive outcomes were included.  
Since G1 parental interest, affection  and corporal punishment had no impact  on 
offspring  ability  in  regression  models  adjusted  for  G1  ability  (table  9.7),  these 
measures  were  excluded  from  the  analyses.    Moreover,  given  that  no 
intergenerational  continuities  in  parenting  practices  between  the  G0  and  G1 
generation were found, G0 parental interest was not included.   
 
Previous regression analyses in chapter nine also showed little effect of G1 social 
mobility,  G1  physical  and  mental  health  variables,  offspring  temperament,  own 
occupational social class, and maternal age at childbirth on offspring ability once 
parenting practices, social class and education had been accounted for (table 9.7).  
These factors were accordingly excluded from the theoretical model. 
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Figure 10.1 Theoretical models for path analyses of intergenerational associations between 
cognitive ability in G1 parents and G2 offspring.   
Plus or minus signs in brackets indicate the anticipated direction of the relationship between 
variables.  (a) G1 cognitive ability, education and social class at age 26 were hypothesised 
to  be  positively  associated  with  cognitive  stimulation,  the  quality  of  the  intellectual 
environment  and  parental  aspirations.    These  parenting  practices  were  hypothesised  to 
positively influence G2 cognitive development.  (b) Coercive discipline was expected to be 
inversely associated with parental ability, education and social class and to be detrimental to 
G2 offspring cognitive ability. 
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10.3 Analyses 
In the path analysis framework, dependent variables are termed endogenous and 
independent variables exogenous.  The extension lies in the fact that the model 
allows for intervening endogenous variables (e.g. G1 education) that are affected by 
exogenous  variables  (e.g.  G0  social  class)  which  in  turn  also  affect  other 
endogenous  variables.    The  rationale  for  these  terms  is  that  the  factors  that 
influence  exogenous  variables  are  determined  outside  the  model  being  tested, 
whereas those factors affecting the endogenous variables exist  within the model 
itself (Streiner, 2005).  
 
Results are summarised in path diagrams where the strength of the associations 
between  endogenous  and  exogenous  or  intervening  endogenous  variables,  are 
represented  by  beta  coefficients.    These  beta  coefficients  are  partial  regression 
coefficients quantifying the strength of the association between two variables if all 
else is held constant in the model (Streiner, 2005).  These are interpreted in the 
same way as standardised beta coefficients between a dependent variable and an 
independent variable in regression analyses – that is, they reflect the impact on the 
outcome variable of a change of one standard deviation in the predictor variables.  
All paths in the path diagram are assumed to be statistically independent and since 
the path coefficients are fully standardised, they are comparable within models and 
between them.   
 
10.3.1 Estimating the model 
The latent variable modelling programme, AMOS 4.01 (Arbuckle, 1999) was used to 
evaluate  the  theoretical  model  in  figure  10.1.    The  AMOS  programme  allows 
maximum likelihood estimating based upon incomplete data.  This is known as full 
information maximum likelihood (FIML).  This is  a theory-based approach  based 
upon the direct maximisation of the likelihood of all the observed data, not just the 
data from cases with complete information which is the approach used in listwise 
deletion.  FIML estimates will tend to be more reliable than those obtained using 
listwise deletion estimates (Sacker, et al., 2002) and several studies have shown 
maximum  likelihood  imputation  used  by  AMOS  to  have  the  least  bias.  In  one 
example, Byrne (2001) compared the output from an incomplete data model with 
output from a complete data sample and found that maximum likelihood imputation 
yielded  similar  chi-squared  and  fit  measures  despite  25%  data  loss  in  the  
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incomplete  data  model.    By  utilising  FIML,  all  1,690  G1  parents  and  their  G2 
offspring could be included in the analyses (746 G1 men; 944 G1 women).   
 
10.3.2 Assumptions 
Since path analysis is an extension of multiple linear regression, many of the same 
assumptions  hold  good  for  the  two  techniques.    Associations  between  variables 
must  be  linear.    Path  analysis  also  requires  that  there  should  be  no  interaction 
between variables, and for the endogenous variables to be continuous.  If variables 
are ordinal, a minimum of five categories are required (Hox, 2000; Streiner, 2005).  
For  these  analyses,  educational  attainment,  social  class  and  parenting  practices 
were  included  as  categorical  variables  with  no  fewer  than  five  categories.  
Furthermore,  Streiner  (2005)  recommends  a  minimum  of  10  cases  for  every 
parameter estimated, which the sample size of 1,690 adequately fulfils. 
 
10.3.3 Model generation 
A model generating approach was adopted to fit optimal models for each of the four 
G1  parenting  practices  –  cognitive  stimulation,  intellectual  environment,  parental 
aspirations  and  coercive  discipline.    In  utilising  this  technique,  the  initial  theory-
driven reference model (figure 10.1) was successively modified and retested until on 
a combination of statistical and theoretical criteria an optimal fit was obtained.  To 
this  end,  non-significant  paths,  as  represented by  regression  coefficients  with  p-
values >0.05 were deleted in accordance with a theory trimming approach to model 
generation (Anderson, et al., 2002).  Model  generation and theory trimming was 
continued in AMOS until an optimal fit was gained. 
 
10.3.4 Model fit 
Several  criteria  were  used  to  assess  the fit  of the model  to  the  data.    The  chi-
squared  statistic  is usually  applied as  a ‘goodness-of-fit’  index, for which  a  non-
significant p-value indicates that the model corresponds to the data.  However, with 
large sample sizes, even trivial discrepancies between data and model can give 
large chi-squared values, small p-values and unwarranted model rejection (Loehlin, 
2004).  For this reason, two alternative fit indices were also used to evaluate the fit 
of the models.   The root mean square error  of approximation (RMSEA) gives a 
measure of the discrepancy in fit per degrees of freedom and is therefore insensitive  
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to  sample  size.    A  value  of   0.05  is  considered  to  indicate  a  close  fit,  ±0.08  a 
mediocre fit, and  0.10 a poor fit (Steiger, 1990).  The final index used to asses 
model fit was the comparative fit index (CFI), which is normally tested against a 
minimum criterion value of 0.95 (Sacker, et al., 2002).   
 
10.3.5 Stratification by G1 sex 
A multi-group analysis was used to examine possible interaction effects in the data.  
Of  specific  interest  was  whether  or  not  the  path  models  varied  by  parental  or 
offspring sex.  To this end, the reference model was estimated separately for G1 
men and G1 women with the hypothesis that the regression weights were the same 
for the two groups.  These models allowed the distribution of variables to be different 
for  G1  mothers  and  fathers  and  G2  boys  and  girls  while  requiring  the  linear 
dependencies among the variables to be group-invariant.  Significant p-values for 
the chi-squared test provided evidence that these pathways were not the same for 
G1 men and women, thus indicating an interaction effect.  All models were therefore 
estimated separately for G1 fathers and G1 mothers.  There was no evidence that 
pathways differed by offspring sex. 
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10.4 Results 
 
10.4.1 Overall findings 
For three measures of G1 parenting – intellectual environment (figures 10.2 & 10.3), 
parental aspirations (figures 10.4 & 10.5) and coercive discipline in fathers (figure 
10.6) – the models satisfactorily fitted the data and thus provided empirical evidence 
in support of the theoretical model (RMSEA=0.00-0.04; CFI ≥ 0.99).  The ‘goodness-
of-fit’ measures for the models of cognitive stimulation and coercive discipline in 
mothers showed that the data did not fit the theoretical model well, and therefore no 
results are presented.   
 
The accompanying tables (tables 10.1 to 10.5) present the complete results from the 
fitted final models including the unstandardised (b) and standardised (β) regression 
coefficients,  the  standard  error  estimates  of  the  unstandardised  regression 
coefficients, and the tests of statistical significance of the null hypothesis that each 
unstandardised regression coefficient equals zero.  The unstandardised b-weights 
are used with the data in their original units of measurement.  The standardised β-
weights after each variable has been standardised to have a mean of zero and a 
standard deviation of one.  The arrows in the far left column indicate the direction in 
which the effect operates.  For instance, the first line of results in table 10.1 is for the 
effect of G0 social class on G1 cognitive ability at age eight.  An increase in one 
standard deviation in G0 social class is associated with an increase in 0.34 standard 
deviations in G1 ability.  The R
2 value summarises the proportion of variance in G2 
cognitive ability accounted for by the collective set of predictors.  The broken lines in 
the figures  denote  pathways  where  the  estimates  were  not  significantly  different 
from zero at the 95% level and were therefore omitted from the path model. 
 
The strength of relationship between G1 parental cognitive ability and G2 offspring 
cognitive  ability  was  approximately  0.2  (p<0.001)  for  all  models.  The  strongest 
internal  path  in  all  models  was  from  G1  cognitive  ability  in  childhood  to  G1 
educational attainment at age 26, with β-coefficients of approximately 0.5 (p<0.001).  
In G1 fathers, the path between educational attainment and adult occupation was 
almost  as  strong  (β=0.39,  p<0.001).    This  was  not  unexpected,  since  childhood 
cognitive  ability  is  a  known  predictor  of  educational  achievement  (Deary,  et  al., 
2007;  Kuncel,  et  al.,  2004)  and  occupational  attainment  has  been  shown  to  be  
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largely  dependent  on  academic  qualifications  (Nettle,  2003).    In  women,  the 
association between educational attainment and adult social class was less marked 
(β=0.26, p<0.001) although still significantly positive.  This might reflect the fact that 
the measure used for social class was that of the occupational status of the head of 
household, which in this cohort was predominantly the husband.  As hypothesised, 
G0 social class was positively associated with G1 cognitive ability, education and 
occupation, thus indicating  an indirect  effect of G0 social  class on  G1  parenting 
behaviours and subsequently G2 cognitive outcomes. 
 
Consistent with the findings from regression analyses in chapter nine, the quality of 
the intellectual environment provided by G1 parents and parental cognitive ability 
exerted  approximately  equal  effects  on  offspring  ability  (β=0.20).    The  effects of 
maternal education and paternal social class on G2 cognition were almost as great, 
while the associations between parental aspirations and offspring ability were more 
modest  (β=0.08  and  β=0.10),  with  effect  estimates  almost  one-third  of  that  of 
parental  ability  and  half  that  of  G1  social  class.    Overall,  the  models  explained 
between 19% and 27% of the variance in G2 cognitive ability.  
 
10.4.2 Intellectual environment  
Parental  cognitive  ability  and  SEP  variables  were  positively  associated  with  the 
quality  of  the  intellectual  environment,  as  well  as  with  offspring  cognitive  ability 
(figures 10.2 & 10.3).  One notable exception was that the educational attainment of 
G1 fathers had no direct influence on offspring cognitive ability.  The model revealed 
that  the  effect  of  paternal  education  on  G2  cognition  was  mediated  via  the 
occupation of the fathers as well as the quality of the intellectual environments that 
they  provided  for  their  G2  offspring.    The  occupational  status  of  the  head  of 
household  was  not  related to  the  intellectual  home  environment  provided  by  G1 
mothers. 
 
10.4.3 Aspirations  
For parental aspirations, similar trends were observed.  Education of mothers but 
not fathers was associated with offspring ability, while social class was related to the 
aspirations of G1 men only.  One unexpected finding was that the cognitive ability of 
fathers was not related to hopes for the educational success of their G2 children.   
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Instead, the effects of paternal cognitive ability on this parenting measure operated 
via education and social class.  
10.4.4 Coercive discipline 
The  model  including  coercive  discipline  practices  in  G1  fathers  (figure  10.6) 
demonstrated a substantive negative effect on cognitive outcomes in G2 offspring 
( =-0.16, p<0.001).  Low levels of G1 paternal education contributed most to the 
development  of  these  methods  of  discipline  ( =-0.26,  p<0.001),  while  childhood 
cognitive ability had insignificant effects.   
 
10.4.5 Direct and indirect effects 
Path coefficients may be used to decompose correlations in the path model into 
direct and indirect effects, corresponding to direct and indirect paths reflected in the 
arrows in the model (Loehlin, 2004).  Considering the pathway between G1 and G2 
cognitive ability in figure 10.2, the indirect effects were calculated by multiplying the 
path coefficients for each path between the two variables: 
 
 
G1 cognitive ability → G1 education → G1 social class → G2 cognitive ability:  
(0.45) x (0.39) x (0.17) = 0.029 
G1 cognitive ability → G1 education → G1 social class → intellectual environment → G2 
cognitive ability:  
(0.45) x (0.39) x (0.12) x (0.21) = 0.004 
G1 cognitive ability → Intellectual environment → G2 cognitive ability: 
(0.12) x (0.21) = 0.025 
G1 cognitive ability → G1 education → intellectual environment → G2 cognitive ability: 
(0.45) x (0.16) x (0.21) =0.015 
G1 cognitive ability → G1 social class → intellectual environment → G2 cognitive ability: 
(0.21) x (0.12) x (0.20) = 0.005 
G1 cognitive ability → G1 social class → G2 cognitive ability: 
(0.21) x (0.17) = 0.036 
Total indirect effect: (0.029) + (0.004) + (0.024) + (0.014) + (0.005) + (0.036) = 0.112 
 
 
The indirect effect was then added to the direct effect of G1 cognitive ability on G2 
cognitive ability (0.25) to yield a total effect of 0.36. 
 
 
In all models, the total effect of G1 parental cognitive ability on G2 cognitive ability 
was approximately 0.36.  The total indirect effect of education was much stronger in 
G1 women compared with G1 men.  For instance, in the models examining parental 
aspirations, the total effect of education on G2 offspring cognitive ability was 0.09 for 
fathers and 0.26 for mothers (figures 10.4 & 10.5).  
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Comparisons of the output from an incomplete data model with the output from a 
complete  data  sample  showed  that  FIML  imputation  yielded  very  similar  path 
coefficients as well as chi-square and fit measures despite 58% data loss in the 
incomplete model (figures 14.1 to 14.5 in appendices).  
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Figure 10.2 Path diagram for the model predicting intergenerational associations in cognitive 
ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the intellectual environment 
provided by G1 fathers.  
 
 
 
Table 10.1 Unstandardised (b) and standardised ( ) estimates for the path diagram representing intergenerational associations in cog nitive ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the intellectual environment provided by G1 fathers.  
Table  10.1  Unstandardised  (b)  and  standardised  ( )  estimates  for  the  path  diagram 
representing intergenerational associations in cognitive ability between G1 parents and G2 
offspring mediated by the intellectual environment provided by G1 fathers (n=746). 
Dependent variables  ← ← ← ←  Independent variables  b  SE  p-value  β 
             
G1 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G0 Social class   0.30  0.03  ***  0.34 
G1 Education (26)  ←  G0 Social class   0.30  0.05  ***  0.22 
G1 Education (26)  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.70  0.05  ***  0.45 
G1 Social class (26)  ←  G1 Education (26)  0.28  0.03  ***  0.39 
G1 Social class (26)  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.23  0.04  ***  0.21 
G1 Social class (26)  ←  G1 Social class (4)  0.21  0.03  ***  0.22 
Intellectual environment  ←  G1 Education (26)  0.14  0.05  0.002  0.16 
Intellectual environment  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.16  0.07  0.01  0.12 
Intellectual environment  ←  G1 Social class (26)  0.14  0.06  0.02  0.12 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.26  0.05  ***  0.25 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  Intellectual environment  0.16  0.03  ***  0.21 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Social class (26)  0.16  0.04  ***  0.17 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Education (26)  Non-significant path dropped   
             
Model fit             
χ
2 (df)      7.0  (3)  0.07   
RMSEA [90% CI]      0.04  [0.00;0.08]   
CFI      0.99       
             
R
2      0.22       
             
Total effect (direct + indirect effects) on G2 cognitive ability of:       
G1 Cognitive ability (8)      0.36       
G1 Education (26)      0.11       
G1 Social class (26)      0.19       
             
*** p<0.001 
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Figure 10.3 Path diagram for the model predicting intergenerational associations in cognitive 
ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the intellectual environment 
provided by G1 mothers. 
 
 
 
Table 10.2 Unstandardised (b) and standardised ( ) estimates for the path diagram representing intergenerational associations in cog nitive ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the intellectual environment provided by G1 mothers.  
Table  10.2  Unstandardised  (b)  and  standardised  ( )  estimates  for  the  path  diagram 
representing intergenerational associations in cognitive ability between G1 parents and G2 
offspring mediated by the intellectual environment provided by G1 mothers (n=944). 
Dependent variables  ← ← ← ←  Independent variables  b  SE  p-value  β 
             
G1 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G0 Social class   0.25  0.03  ***  0.29 
G1 Education (26)  ←  G0 Social class   0.30  0.03  ***  0.25 
G1 Education (26)  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.64  0.04  ***  0.47 
G1 Social class (26)  ←  G1 Education (26)  0.22  0.03  ***  0.26 
G1 Social class (26)  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.18  0.04  ***  0.16 
G1 Social class (26)  ←  G1 Social class (4)  0.20  0.03  ***  0.20 
Intellectual environment  ←  G1 Education (26)  0.27  0.04  ***  0.29 
Intellectual environment  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.19  0.06  0.001  0.15 
Intellectual environment  ←  G1 Social class (26)  Non-significant path dropped   
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.19  0.04  ***  0.18 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  Intellectual environment  0.16  0.03  ***  0.21 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Social class (26)  0.15  0.03  ***  0.17 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Education (26)  0.13  0.03  ***  0.17 
             
Model fit             
χ
2 (df)      4.3  (3)  0.1   
RMSEA [90% CI]      0.04  [0.00;0.08]   
CFI      0.99       
             
R
2      0.27       
             
Total effect (direct + indirect effects) on G2 cognitive ability of:       
G1 Cognitive ability (8)      0.36       
G1 Education (26)      0.28       
G1 Social class (26)      0.17       
             
*** p<0.001 
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Figure 10.4 Path diagram for the model predicting intergenerational associations in cognitive 
ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the aspirations of G1 fathers. 
 
 
 
Table 10.3 Unstandardised (b) and standardised ( ) estimates for the path diagram representing intergenerational associations in cog nitive ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the aspirations of G1 fathers.  
Table  10.3  Unstandardised  (b)  and  standardised  ( )  estimates  for  the  path  diagram 
representing intergenerational associations in cognitive ability between G1 parents and G2 
offspring mediated by the aspirations of G1 fathers (n=746). 
Dependent variables  ← ← ← ←  Independent variables  b  SE  p-value  β 
             
G0 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Social class   0.30  0.03  ***  0.34 
G0 Education (26)  ←  G1 Social class   0.30  0.05  ***  0.22 
G1 Education (26)  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.70  0.05  ***  0.45 
G1 Social class (26)  ←  G1 Education (26)  0.28  0.03  ***  0.39 
G1 Social class (26)  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.23  0.04  ***  0.20 
G1 Social class (26)  ←  G1 Social class (4)  0.21  0.03  ***  0.22 
G1 Aspirations  ←  G1 Education (26)  0.15  0.06  0.01  0.12 
G1 Aspirations  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  Non-significant path dropped 
G1 Aspirations  ←  G1 Social class (26)  0.22  0.08  0.007  0.13 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.30  0.05  ***  0.28 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Aspirations  0.05  0.02  0.03  0.08 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Social class (26)  0.18  0.04  ***  0.19 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Education (26)         
             
Model fit             
χ
2 (df)      3.2  (4)  0.5   
RMSEA [90% CI]      0.00  [0.00;0.05]   
CFI      1.00       
             
R
2      0.19       
             
Total effect (direct + indirect effects) on G2 cognitive ability of:       
G1 Cognitive ability (8)      0.36       
G1 Education (26)      0.09       
G1 Social class (26)      0.20       
             
*** p<0.001 
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Figure 10.5 Path diagram for the model predicting intergenerational associations in cognitive 
ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the aspirations of G1 mothers. 
 
 
 
 
Table 10.4 Unstandardised (b) and standardised ( ) estimates for the path diagram representing intergenerational associations in cog nitive ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the aspirations of G1 mothers.   
Table  10.4  Unstandardised  (b)  and  standardised  ( )  estimates  for  the  path  diagram 
representing intergenerational associations in cognitive ability between G1 parents and G2 
offspring mediated by the aspirations of G1 mothers (n=944). 
Dependent variables  ← ← ← ←  Independent variables  b  SE  p-value  β 
             
G1 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G0 Social class   0.25  0.03  ***  0.29 
G1 Education (26)  ←  G0 Social class   0.30  0.03  ***  0.25 
G1 Education (26)  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.64  0.04  ***  0.47 
G1 Social class (26)  ←  G1 Education (26)  0.23  0.03  ***  0.26 
G1 Social class (26)  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.18  0.04  ***  0.15 
G1 Social class (26)  ←  G1 Social class (4)  0.20  0.03  ***  0.20 
G1 Aspirations  ←  G1 Education (26)  0.22  0.06  ***  0.17 
G1 Aspirations  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.19  0.08  0.01  0.11 
G1 Aspirations  ←  G1 Social class (26)  Non-significant path dropped 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.21  0.04  ***  0.20 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Aspirations  0.06  0.02  0.001  0.10 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Social class (26)  0.16  0.03  ***  0.18 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Education (26)  0.16  0.03  ***  0.20 
             
Model fit             
χ
2 (df)      4.1  (3)  0.3   
RMSEA [90% CI]      0.02  [0.00;0.06]   
CFI      0.99       
             
R
2      0.25       
             
Total effect (direct + indirect effects) on G2 cognitive ability of:       
G1 Cognitive ability (8)      0.36       
G1 Education (26)      0.26       
G1 Social class (26)      0.18       
             
*** p<0.001 
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Figure 10.6 Path diagram for the model predicting intergenerational associations in cognitive 
ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the use of coercive discipline by 
G1 fathers. 
 
 
 
 
Table 10.5 Unstandardised (b) and standardised ( ) estimates for the path diagram representing intergenerational associations in cog nitive ability between G1 parents and G2 offspirng mediated by the use of coercive discipline by G1 fathers. 
Table  10.5  Unstandardised  (b)  and  standardised  ( )  estimates  for  the  path  diagram 
representing intergenerational associations in cognitive ability between G1 parents and G2 
offspirng mediated by the use of coercive discipline by G1 fathers (n=746). 
Dependent variables  ← ← ← ←  Independent variables  b  SE  p-value  β 
             
G1 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G0 Social class   0.30  0.03  ***  0.34 
G1 Education (26)  ←  G0 Social class   0.30  0.05  ***  0.22 
G1 Education (26)  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.70  0.05  ***  0.45 
G1 Social class (26)  ←  G1 Education (26)  0.28  0.03  ***  0.39 
G1 Social class (26)  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.23  0.04  ***  0.20 
G1 Social class (26)  ←  G1 Social class (4)  0.21  0.03  ***  0.22 
Coercive discipline  ←  G1 Education (26)  -0.21  0.04  ***  -0.26 
Coercive discipline  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  Non-significant path dropped 
Coercive discipline  ←  G1 Social class (26)  -0.11  0.06  0.08  -0.13 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Cognitive ability (8)  0.27  0.05  ***  0.26 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  Coercive discipline  -0.13  0.03  ***  -0.16 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Social class (26)  0.16  0.04  ***  0.17 
G2 Cognitive ability (8)  ←  G1 Education (26)         
             
Model fit             
χ
2 (df)      4.4  (4)  0.4   
RMSEA [90% CI]      0.01  [0.00;0.06]   
CFI      1.00       
             
R
2      0.20       
             
Total effect (direct + indirect effects) on G2 cognitive ability of:   
G1 Cognitive ability (8)      0.35       
G1 Education (26)      0.12       
G1 Social class (26)      0.19       
             
*** p<0.001 
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10.5 Discussion 
 
10.5.1 Main findings 
Path model analysis was employed to assess a conceptual model for the transfer of 
cognitive ability from one generation to the next.  Consistent with the hypotheses, 
and with previous regression findings (chapter nine), the path models confirmed the 
importance  of  the  intellectual  environment,  parental  aspirations  and  coercive 
discipline  in  partly  mediating  the  transmission  of  cognitive  skills  from  parents  to 
offspring.  These models also provided additional information on the pathways that 
facilitated this intergenerational relationship.  Most notably, paternal education was 
shown to have an indirect effect on offspring cognitive ability through its association 
with parenting practices.  Furthermore, intergenerational effects spanning more than 
two generations were identified with G0 social background influencing the cognitive 
development of G2 offspring via a number of pathways involving parental attainment 
in education and occupation. 
 
10.5.2 Explanation of findings 
The indirect effects of G0 social class on G1 parenting practices and consequently 
G2 cognitive ability were anticipated.  The early social background of G1 parents 
was  seen  to  operate  in  a  cumulative  way  in  that  parents  born  into  more 
advantageous  social  backgrounds  scored  higher  on  cognitive  ability  tests  in 
childhood  and  subsequently  went  on  to  achieve  greater  educational  and 
occupational  success  compared  with  those  parents  born  into  less  fortunate 
socioeconomic circumstances.  Collectively, these factors determined their capacity, 
as parents, to provide a home environment offering appropriate levels of intellectual 
stimulation and discipline necessary for their young to develop cognitive skills.  This 
suggests that the transfer of cognitive skills from one generation to the next involves 
a range of different factors across the life course. 
 
Although  parenting  behaviours  and  their  subsequent  effects  on  the  cognitive 
development of the next generation did not differ by parental sex, some interesting 
gender-specific  effects  were  found  in  relation  to  social  class  and  education.  
Consistent with findings from regression analyses (section 9.5.3), the education of 
fathers did not directly affect offspring ability.  However, path models showed that  
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paternal education had an important indirect effect on offspring ability that operated 
via  occupational  status  and  parenting  skills.    It  may  be,  for  example,  that  the 
intellectual home environment was influenced by the resources available for parents 
to interact with, and invest in, their children.  Thus certain elements of intellectual 
stimulation  could  have  been  ‘purchased’  with  income  –  for  example,  books, 
newspapers and family outings.  Education may have equipped parents with the 
requisite skills with which to encourage and promote the intellectual development of 
their children.  The  provision of a literacy environment, for  example, might  have 
encouraged similar reading habits in children and in turn supported their academic 
progress.  In the same way, parents with high educational achievements are likely to 
have had similar aspirations for their offspring’s success at school.  Alternatively, 
those parents who failed to attain the necessary educational qualifications to ensure 
occupational success may have used coercive discipline more frequently due to the 
increased anxiety and stress associated with low SEP.  
 
It may be that the so-called environmental influence of education is in fact partly 
genetic in origin.  A ‘generalist genes’ theory has recently been proposed which 
predicts that most genetic effects for scholastic achievement and cognitive abilities 
are general rather than specific (Plomin & Kovas, 2005).  That is, the genes that 
affect one area of learning, such as cognitive ability, are largely the same genes that 
affect other abilities, although there are some genetic effects that are specific to 
each ability.  It is conceivable therefore that parents who have a genetic advantage 
in  terms  of  cognitive  development  also  go  on  to  achieve  higher  educational 
achievements in part due to hereditary factors (Plomin, et al., 2007).  The extent of 
this is impossible to determine from these data.   
 
The child-rearing practices of G1 mothers were not associated with the social class 
of the head of household.  This suggests that while the income associated with the 
occupational  success  of  the  father  may  well  be  important  for  the  provision  and 
maintenance of an environment conducive for cognitive development in offspring, it 
may  not  be  an  important  determinant  of  parenting  behaviours  of  mothers.    For 
example,  whether  or  not  a  mother  is  able  to  afford  to  buy  books  is  unlikely  to 
determine her interest in reading or attitudes to learning.  These attributes are likely 
to be the result of a combination of a range of factors across the life course – such 
as education and employment history.   
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One finding from regression analyses not replicated using path model analysis, was 
the  benefit  of  cognitive  stimulation  for  offspring  intellectual  development.    An 
examination  of  initial  bivariate  associations  (table  9.3)  might  explain  this  lack  of 
effect.  The unadjusted associations between the measure of cognitive stimulation 
and parental social class and education are relatively weak compared with the effect 
of SEP variables on the quality of the intellectual environment, parental aspirations 
and coercive discipline.  This suggests that those paths determining the level of 
cognitive stimulation provided by parents might involve pathways not included in the 
theoretical model under examination.  For example, whether or not mothers taught 
their children the alphabet might have been determined by their own experience of 
being taught cognitive skills before starting school. 
 
Another  interesting  finding  was  that  cognitive  ability  in  fathers  was  not  directly 
related to their aspirations for the educational success of their offspring.  Instead, it 
was  education  and  social  class  that  largely  determined  expectations  for  their 
children.    Fathers  who  had  themselves  achieved  educational  and  occupational 
success  had  aspirations  for  their  children  to  repeat  or  exceed  their  own 
achievements.   This finding emphasises the importance of education in the pathway 
that mediates intergenerational associations in cognitive ability. 
 
The  direct  association  between  cognitive  ability  across  the  two  generations 
remained fairly strong after taking into account other factors such as education and 
parenting practices.  Moreover, the models accounted for less than 30% of variance 
in offspring ability, thus implying that some other important mediating mechanisms 
have been excluded from the model.  Other potential pathways include the physical 
environment  at  home  (a  safe,  high  quality  environment  conducive  to  learning) 
(Richards & Wadsworth, 2004); health status (poor health is detrimental to cognitive 
development) (Pless & Wadsworth, 1989); and child care (amount of non-maternal 
care) (Guo & Harris, 2000).  Genetic effects on cognitive ability may also account for 
the  remaining  intergenerational  associations  (Plomin  &  Spinath,  2004).  
Nevertheless,  the  findings  provide  initial  evidence  to  suggest  some  pathways 
through which parental cognitive ability exerts its influences on intellectual outcomes 
in the succeeding generation.   
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10.5.3 Comparison with other studies 
This is one of the first studies to examine the pathways through which child-rearing 
practices mediate the transfer of cognitive skills across generations.  In addition to 
the comparisons with findings from other studies of parenting and cognition already 
discussed  in  section  9.6.3,  these  pathways  confirm  the  importance  of  parental 
education for offspring cognitive development shown by a number of researchers 
(Feinstein, 2003; Jefferis, et al., 2002; Kaplan, et al., 2001; Lawlor, et al., 2005; 
Wilson, et al., 2005).  Furthermore, these analyses are able to show the indirect role 
of  paternal  education  (via  parenting)  on  cognitive  development  that  previous 
regression analyses have not been able to identify.   
 
Similar gender differences were found in path analyses of cognitive reserve which 
found that paths from education to mid-life cognition were stronger in females, and 
those from own occupation to mid-life cognition were stronger in males (Richards & 
Sacker, 2003).   
 
The finding that social class indirectly effects offspring cognition via its influence on 
parenting  practices  supports  findings  from  the  study  by  Guo  and  Harris  (2000).  
They used SEM to show that social background (measured according to financial 
resources)  had  a  highly  significant  affect  on  cognitive  stimulation  and  parenting 
style,  and  these  mediating  variables  in  turn  exerted  an  effect  on  intellectual 
development in offspring.   
 
Previous studies have found evidence of a role for parenting in the intergenerational 
transmission of antisocial behaviour (Dogan, et al., 2007) and aggression (Conger, 
et al., 2003).  Given the link between these behaviours and cognitive development 
(Nigg  &  Huang-Pollock,  2003),  it  is  feasible  that  the  findings  on  parenting  and 
cognitive ability would be replicated in future analyses. 
 
10.5.4 Limitations 
Although the results were generally consistent with expectation, several provisos 
should be noted.  The first thing to be said is that the path models are unlikely to be 
constant over time or across cultures.  With the exception of genetic contribution to 
general ability, which is not known in this cohort but likely to be approximately 0.5 
(Plomin & Spinath, 2004), this model is environmental.  It is therefore almost certain 
to vary across different socioeconomic environments and at different points in time.    
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The FIML approach has been adopted as a ‘best effort’ technique for dealing with 
the missing data issues raised in section 9.6.4.  Comparison with analyses based 
upon listwise deletion revealed no marked differences in findings.  However, bias in 
the model estimates may still be present and it is difficult to determine the size and 
direction of these biases.  
 
10.5.5 Strengths 
Few other studies have examined the mediating effects of parenting practices on the 
transmission of cognitive ability across generations.  This method has the advantage 
of  being  able  to  identify  intervening  effects  that  are  not  possible  by  way  of 
regression  models.    Regression  analyses  in  the  previous  chapter  reported  an 
expected,  but  uninformative,  significant  effect  of  parental  cognitive  ability  on 
offspring  intellectual  development.    A  rather  more  complicated  and  informative 
picture emerged when intervening mechanisms were incorporated into the analysis.  
The  pathways  through  which  G0  social  class  and  paternal  education  influence 
offspring ability were identified and the importance of parenting practices in these 
pathways were confirmed. 
 
10.5.6 Conclusions  
Path models provided preliminary evidence that both direct and indirect pathways 
are involved in transmitting cognitive ability to the succeeding generation, as well as 
providing  support  for  the  hypothesis  that  these  effects  that  are  mediated  by 
parenting practices.  It was found that the social and educational backgrounds of 
parents were associated with the quality of the intellectual environments that they 
provided for their offspring, and with the aspirations of parents for their children’s 
educational success, as well as the extent and use of coercive discipline practices. 
 
In parallel with the findings from preceding chapters, the importance of education 
was  emphasised  in  the  part  it  plays  in  the  transfer  of  cognitive  skills  from  one 
generation to the next.  Paternal education had a significant indirect influence on 
offspring ability through its effects on employment status and parenting practices.  
Furthermore,  maternal  education  was  directly  and  positively  associated  with 
offspring ability and also influenced maternal child-rearing practices.  In addition to 
the direct association found between social class and offspring ability, the effects of  
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social background on cognitive development were mediated through differences in 
parenting that children received and experienced at home. 
 
Path model analysis has therefore clarified some of the pathways between parental 
and  offspring  cognitive  ability  involving  parenting  behaviours  and  the  home 
environment.  The final question of this thesis turns to the role that specific parenting 
practices may play in perpetuating different types of continuities and discontinuities 
in cognitive ability across generations. 
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11.   Intergenerational discontinuities in cognitive 
ability: the role of parenting  
 
 
11.1 Introduction 
The results so far have demonstrated that certain aspects of parenting, such as 
those associated with the provision of an appropriate intellectual environment, and 
aspirations  for  educational  success  benefit  offspring  cognitive  development.  
However, as Winnicot (1965) observed with his concept of ‘good enough’ parenting, 
most  parents  provide  an  adequate  level  of stimulation  to  encourage their  child’s 
intellectual development and many use sensible discipline techniques that have no 
detrimental influence on cognitive development unless used in excess.   
 
This raises the question of whether or not different parenting behaviours contribute 
to different types of continuities or discontinuities in cognitive ability.  For example, 
parents with high cognitive ability  scores may  provide adequate and  appropriate 
intellectual stimulation to ensure their children perform equally well in ability tests.  
Alternatively, if such parents fail to provide a high level of cognitive stimulation and 
employ high levels of coercive discipline, they may not be providing ‘good enough’ 
parenting to prevent their children from scoring lower on cognitive tests than they 
themselves did.  In this way, parents may facilitate continuities in cognitive ability 
with their offspring scoring similarly high or low on ability tests; or their parenting 
practices  might  contribute  to  discontinuities  between  generations  with  an 
improvement or deterioration in offspring ability.  Identifying those things that drive 
such  discontinuities  may  help  target  intervention  programmes  aimed  at  breaking 
intergenerational cycles of disadvantage resulting from poor cognitive outcomes in 
early  childhood  that  could  predispose  children  to  poorer  educational  and 
occupational success later in life. 
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11.2 Specific objectives of the chapter 
The overall objective of this chapter is to examine whether or not different types of 
intergenerational continuities and discontinuities in cognitive ability are associated 
with specific parenting practices.  Of particular interest is the parenting received by 
offspring who out-performed their parents in cognitive ability tests, as well as those 
who achieved lower ability scores compared with their parents at the same age.  
These groups – representing intergenerational discontinuities – are considered to be 
important  given  the  well-established  link  between  cognitive  ability  and  later 
educational  and  occupational  outcomes.    The  main  aim,  therefore,  is  to  identify 
parenting  behaviours that may protect children from replicating  the low  cognitive 
ability scores of their parents, or alternatively identifying those aspects of behaviour 
that predispose children of high-scoring adults to underachieve on cognitive ability 
tests. 
 
To address these questions, G1 parents and G2 offspring are defined on the basis 
of their relative performance on cognitive ability tests at age eight and the continuity 
and discontinuity of these scores between the two generations.  Parent-offspring 
pairs  whose  ability  scores  were  consistently  high  or  consistently  low  between 
generations are categorised as high-high and low-low respectively.  Pairs in which 
the offspring outperformed their parents on cognitive ability tests are designated as 
‘escapers’,  while  those  who  underachieved  relative  to  their  parents  are  termed 
‘fallers’.    Parents  with mid-range  ability  scores,  regardless  of  how  their  offspring 
performed, comprised the reference group. 
 
Since the focus is on parenting in escapers and fallers, analyses of these groups is 
aimed  at  identifying  those  parenting  practices  associated  with  discontinuities 
towards improvement or deterioration in offspring cognitive ability scores.   To this 
end, two hypotheses are tested for escapers: that the likelihood of each parenting 
practice in this group is significantly different from i) the reference group and ii) the 
low-low  group.    Equivalent  hypotheses  are  tested  for  fallers  –  that  is,  that  the 
likelihood of each parenting practice in this group is significantly different from i) the 
reference  group  and  ii)  the  high-high  group.    These  hypotheses  differentiated 
between less restrictive analytical models which included discontinuities involving 
small  to  moderate  changes  in  ability  between  generations,  and  those  involving 
larger intergenerational shifts representing greater intergenerational differences in 
cognitive ability.   
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Two further hypotheses, that the odds of each parenting practice in the high-high 
group and low-low group are significantly different from the reference group, are 
also tested.  G1 parents in the low-low group are anticipated to be less likely to 
provide intellectual stimulation and encouragement and more likely to adopt harsh 
discipline practices.  Alternatively, it is expected that G2 offspring in the high-high 
group  are  more  likely  to  be  brought  up  in  an  intellectually-enriched  home 
environment that is low in coercion.   
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11.3 Method 
 
11.3.1 Quartile transition matrix 
To assess different types of continuity and discontinuity in childhood cognitive ability 
across generations, the age eight ability scores for G1 parents and G2 offspring 
were grouped by quartiles so that individuals were classified into one of four quartile 
groups.  A quartile transition matrix, obtained by cross-tabulating the quartile groups 
of G1 and G2 cognitive ability was then used to examine patterns of continuity and 
discontinuity between generations.  This matrix illustrates the observed probability 
that G2 offspring rank in a particular quartile based upon the quartile position of their 
G1 parents.   
 
11.3.2 Continuities and discontinuities: the effect of parenting practices 
To examine the effect of parenting practices on intergenerational relationships in 
cognitive ability, the patterns of continuity and discontinuity (described above) were 
divided into four transition groups, illustrated in table 11.1 and defined as: 
1.  Low-low: G1 parents and G2 offspring in the bottom cognitive ability quartile. 
2.  Escapers: G1 parents in the bottom cognitive ability quartile and G2 offspring in 
the second quartile or higher. 
3.  High-high: G1 parents and G2 offspring in the top cognitive ability quartile. 
4.  Fallers: G1 parents in the top cognitive ability quartile and G2 offspring in the 
third quartile or lower. 
 
Parent-offspring pairs in which the G1 parental ability scores fell into the second or 
third  ability  quartile  were  used  as  the  reference  category;  this  ensured  that  all 
escapers and fallers originated from quartile 1 and quartile 4 respectively. 
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Table 11.1 Definition of groups representing continuity and discontinuity in cognitive ability 
between G1 parents and their G2 offspring. 
Parental cognitive 
ability quartile 
Offspring cognitive ability quartile 
1 (Low)  2  3  4 (High) 
1 (Low)  Low-low  Escapers 
2 
Reference group 
3 
4 (High)  Fallers  High-high 
  
  190
Logistic  regression  was  applied  to  examine  the  likelihood  of  different  parenting 
practices  being  employed  in  these  four  transition  groups,  compared  with  the 
reference  group.    Thus  parenting  practices  were  entered  as  the  independent 
variable and the transition group was the dependent variable.  A similar method was 
used by Feinstein (2003) to assess continuities in cognitive ability within childhood in 
the British 1970 birth cohort. 
 
All models were adjusted for the possible confounding effects (described in section 
7.3.1) of G0 and G1 social class and G1 educational attainment.  Parental interest 
and corporal punishment at age four were excluded from the analyses because of 
their lack of effect on intergenerational associations in cognitive ability in this cohort 
(shown in section 9.5).  Where there was evidence of an interaction effect between 
parental sex and parenting behaviour on membership of a transition group (e.g. G1 
mothers  but  not  G1  fathers  in  the  high-high  group  provided  more  cognitive 
stimulation  compared  with  the  reference  group),  effects  are  shown  stratified  by 
parental sex. 
 
11.3.3 Study sample 
These analyses were restricted to 1,052 parent-offspring pairs for whom there was 
complete  data  on  G1  and  G2  cognitive  ability,  G0  and  G1  social  class  and  G1 
educational attainment, and parenting practices. 
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11.4 Results 
 
11.4.1 Quartile transition matrix 
It has already been shown that the correlation coefficient between cognitive ability in 
G1  parents  at  age  eight  and  G2  offspring  at  age  eight  is  approximately  0.34, 
indicating  that  there  is  some  continuity  but  also  large  measures  of  discontinuity 
between  generations  (section  7.3.3).    The  quartile  transition  matrix  (table  11.2) 
provides  additional  information  on  transition  between  generations  in  terms  of 
cognitive ability.  Of the G1 parents who were in the lowest quartile group (group 1), 
40% of their G2 children were also in this quartile group.  Similarly, 43% of G2 
offspring remained in the high quartile group (group 4) of their G1 parents.  There 
was greater long-range movement between the low and high quartile, with 13% of 
G2 offspring moving up three quartiles, compared with 10% of G2 offspring who 
achieved cognitive scores in the low quartile compared with their high-scoring G1 
parents.  These patterns are illustrated in figure 11.1.   
 
  
  192
Table  11.2  Quartile  transition  matrix:  the  number  (and  per  cent)  of  G1  parents  and  G2 
offspring in each intergenerational ability quartile. 
Parental cognitive 
ability quartile 
Offspring cognitive ability quartile 
1 (Low)  2  3  4 (High)  All 
                     
1 ( Low)  106  (40)  72  (27)  51  (19)  34  (13)  263  (100) 
                     
2  70  (27)  72  (27)  74  (28)  47  (18)  263  (100) 
                     
3  60  (23)  65  (25)  69  (26)  69  (26)  263  (100) 
                     
4 (High)  27  (10)  54  (21)  69  (26)  113  (43)  263  (100) 
                     
All  263  (25)  263  (25)  263  (26)  263  (25)  1,052  (100) 
                     
 
                     
       
 
 
 
 
Figure 11.1 Cognitive ability transitions between G1 parents and G2 offspring: quartile 
position of offspring by quartile position of parents at age eight. 
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11.4.2 Continuities and discontinuities: the effect of parenting practices 
Parents and offspring categorised as escapers and fallers made up 15% (n=157) 
and 14% (n=150) of the sample respectively, 10% (n=106) of parent-offspring pairs 
were categorised as low-low and 11% (n=113) as high-high (table 11.2 and table 
14.4  in  appendices).    The  majority  of  offspring  in  the  reference  category  (53%) 
moved just one quartile position relative to their parents.  In contrast, an equivalent 
proportion  of  offspring  in  the  escapers  and  fallers  groups  (54%)  improved  or 
deteriorated  by  more  than  two  groups.    The  cognitive  ability  profiles  of  the  four 
transition groups (low-low, escapers, fallers, high-high) are illustrated in figure 11.2.  
As  expected,  both  generations  in  the  references  group  had  mean  standardised 
cognitive ability scores of approximately zero reflecting their positions in the middle 
of the distribution of cognitive ability scores.   
 
Looking  at  the  distribution  of  parental  characteristics  by  transition  group  (figure 
11.3), the high-high group comprised more parents who had achieved advanced 
levels of education and were employed in non-manual positions compared with all 
other groups.  Conversely, the low-low group had the lowest proportion of parents 
with an advanced  level  of education and the fewest parents from  a  non-manual 
background.  Parents in the escapers group tended to be more advantaged in terms 
of  social  class  and  education  than  the  low-low  group  from  which  their  offspring 
escaped,  but  less  advantaged  than  the  reference  group.    Similarly,  there  was  a 
greater proportion of parents in the fallers group who had non-manual occupations 
and had achieved an advanced education compared with the reference group, but 
this group was less advantaged than the high-high group.   
 
Tables 11.3 to 11.5 present the results of logistic regression analyses examining 
how  parenting  practices  are  related  to  different  types  of  continuities  and 
discontinuities  in  cognitive  ability.    The  results  for  each  transition  group  are 
described separately; odds ratios greater than 1 indicate a higher likelihood of a 
particular parenting behaviour compared with the comparison group.  Conversely, 
odds ratios below 1 indicate a reduced relative probability.   
 
11.4.2.1 Escapers 
The first hypothesis examined whether or not the parenting practices of parents in 
the escapers were different from those in the reference group.  Table 11.3 shows  
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that  no  differences  in  parenting  practices  between  the  two  groups  were  found.  
Although  there  is  some  indication  that  corporal  punishment  was  used  more 
frequently by parents in the escapers group, these difference were not significant at 
conventional levels (OR=1.27; p=0.5). 
 
The second hypothesis was that parents with low cognitive scores whose offspring 
outperformed them in ability tests were different in terms of their parenting practices 
compared  with  parents  of  children  who  remained  in  the  lowest  ability  quartile.  
Parents  in  the  escapers  group  were  almost  50%  more  likely  to  engage  in 
cognitively-stimulating tasks with their offspring (95% CI: 10%; 220%, p=0.05), and 
also provided a significantly better quality intellectual environment for their children 
(OR=1.37,  95%  CI:  1.1;1.7,  p=0.004).    Furthermore,  paternal  aspirations  for  the 
school achievements of their offspring were positively related to upward transition of 
G2 offspring from the lowest cognitive ability quartile of their G1 parents (OR=1.26, 
95% CI: 1.1; 2.0, p=0.02).   
 
11.4.2.2 Fallers  
The parenting practices of parents in the fallers group were no different from those 
used  by  parents  in  the  reference  group.    Although  the  likelihood  of  coercive 
discipline in the fallers group was less likely at 0.86, it was not significantly lower at 
conventional  levels  of  p<0.05.    Corporal  punishment  conveyed  marginal 
disadvantage in terms of falling from the top ability quartile (OR=0.58, p=0.06). 
 
In comparison with the high-high group, G2 offspring in the fallers group were less 
likely to be brought up in an intellectual environment by their G1 parents (OR=0.65, 
95% CI: 0.5;0.8, p<0.001).  
 
11.4.2.3 Low-low 
G1 parents in the low-low group were less likely than the reference group to engage 
in cognitively-stimulating tasks with their G2 offspring by teaching them their colours 
and the alphabet (OR=0.68, 95% CI:0.5;0.9, p=0.01).  They were also less inclined 
than  the  reference  group  to  read  books  regularly  or  visit  the  public  library  and 
therefore  provided  a  lower  quality  intellectual  environment  for  their  G2  offspring 
(OR=0.77, 95% CI:0.6;0.9, p=0.007).   
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11.4.2.4 High-high   
In the high-high group, the quality of the intellectual environment provided by G1 
parents was up to 70% better than that provided by G1 parents in the reference 
group (OR=1.35, 95% CI:1.1;1.7, p=0.005).   
 
Parental affection and coercive discipline were not associated with membership of 
any of the transition groups. 
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Figure 11.2 Mean cognitive ability z-score for parents and offspring by transition group. 
(The mean z-score for the reference group was 0 and is therefore not shown on this graph). 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 11.3 The proportion of G1 parents with a non-manual social class (G0 and G1) and 
advanced education by transition group. 
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Table 11.3 Odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals for the likelihood of different parenting 
practices being used by G1 parents in the escapers group.  
 
Odds compared with  
reference group. 
n=683 
 
Odds compared with 
low-low group. 
n=263 
G1 Parenting practice  OR    [95% CI]     p-value    OR    [95% CI]      p-value 
               
Cognitive stimulation   0.97  [0.8;1.2]  0.7    1.45  [1.1;2.2]  0.05 
Intellectual environment   1.00  [0.9;1.2]  0.9    1.37  [1.1;1.7]  0.004 
Affection  0.92  [0.8;1.1]  0.3    0.95  [0.8;1.2]  0.7 
Aspirations  0.98  [0.9;1.1]  0.7 
  M: 1.26  [1.1;2.0]  0.02 
  F: 0.76  [0.6;1.0]  0.07 
Coercive discipline  1.10  [1.0;1.3]  0.2    0.94  [0.8;1.2]  0.6 
Corporal punishment   1.27  [0.6;2.7]  0.5    1.40  [0.5;4.3]  0.6 
               
All odds ratios are adjusted for G0 and G1 social class and G1 education. 
M=Males; F=Females. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 11.4 Odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals for the likelihood of different parenting 
practices being used by G1 parents in the fallers group.  
 
Odds compared with  
reference group. 
n=676 
 
Odds compared with 
high-high group. 
n=263 
G1 Parenting practice  OR    [95 %CI]     p-value    OR    [95% CI]      p-value 
               
Cognitive stimulation   0.92  [0.7;1.2]  0.5    0.89  [0.6;1.3]  0.5 
Intellectual environment   0.99  [0.9;1.2]  0.9    0.65  [0.5;0.8]  <0.001 
Affection  1.01  [0.9;1.2]  0.9    0.94  [0.7;1.2]  0.6 
Aspirations  1.04  [0.9;1.2]  0.5    0.94  [0.8;1.1]  0.5 
Coercive discipline  0.86  [0.7;1.0]  0.1    0.98  [0.7;1.3]  0.9 
Corporal punishment   0.58  [0.3;1.0]  0.06    0.92  [0.4;1.9]  0.8 
                 
All odds ratios are adjusted for G0 and G1 social class and G1 education. 
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Table 11.5 Odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals for the likelihood of different parenting 
practices being used by G1 parents in the low-low and high-high groups.  
  Low-low    High-high 
G1 Parenting practice 
Odds compared with  
reference group. 
n=632 
 
Odds compared with  
reference group. 
n=639 
  OR    [95% CI]      p-value    OR    [95% CI]    p-value 
               
Cognitive stimulation   0.68  [0.5;0.9]   0.01    1.09  [0.8;1.5]  0.6 
Intellectual environment   0.77  [0.6;0.9]  0.007 
  M: 1.01  [0.7;1.2]  0.02 
  F: 1.35  [1.1;1.7]  0.005 
Affection  0.96  [0.8;1.2]  0.7    1.05  [0.9;1.3]  0.7 
Aspirations  1.00  [0.9;1.1]  0.9    1.12  [1.0;1.2]  0.1 
Coercive discipline  1.16  [1.0;1.4]  0.1    0.82  [0.6;1.0]  0.1 
Corporal punishment   0.86  [0.4;2.1]  0.7    0.53  [0.3;1.0]  0.06 
               
All odds ratios are adjusted for G0 and G1 social class and G1 education. 
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11.5 Discussion 
 
11.5.1 Main findings 
The  intellectual  environment  in  which  offspring  were  raised  was  identified  as  an 
important  factor  contributing  to  both  continuities  and  discontinuities  in  cognitive 
ability across the whole range of transition groups.   Although replication of high and 
low cognitive scores across generations was associated with a correspondingly high 
and  low  quality  intellectual  environment,  of  specific  interest  were  the  parenting 
practices associated with intergenerational discontinuities towards lower or higher 
cognitive ability in the second generation.  The quality of the intellectual environment 
was  identified  as  a  distinguishing  factor  between  parent-offspring  pairs  who 
persisted in the lowest ability group (i.e. the low-low group) and those where the 
second generation children achieved improved cognitive outcomes relative to their 
parents (i.e. escapers).  Conversely, a lower quality intellectual environment was 
identified as a potential risk factor for poorer cognitive outcomes in offspring born to 
parents with high cognitive ability (i.e. fallers).    
 
The transition quartiles between generations identified a unique role for cognitive 
stimulation and parental aspirations at the lower range of parental cognitive ability 
scores.    Continuities  in  low  ability  scores  between  parents  and  offspring  were 
associated  with  less  stimulation  compared  with  the  reference  group  while  low-
scoring  parents  whose  offspring  achieved  higher  scores  than  themselves  (i.e. 
escapers)  engaged  in  more  cognitively-stimulating  tasks  with  their  children 
compared  with  those  parents  whose  offspring  replicated  their  poor  cognitive 
outcomes.  Aspirations for the future educational and occupational success of their 
offspring  were  likewise  associated  with  offspring  escape  from  the  low  ability 
quartiles of their parents. This effect was only found in fathers.   
 
11.5.2 Explanation of findings 
These findings indicate that parents with the lowest ability scores who nevertheless 
provide an environment conducive to learning by promoting a reading culture in the 
home and encouraging visits to the public library might well be ensuring that the 
cognitive  outcomes  of  their  offspring,  and  conceivably  their  educational  and 
occupational futures, exceed their own achievements.  In contrast, the behaviours of  
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high-scoring  parents  who  fail  to  provide  an  intellectual  environment  may 
detrimentally  affect  the  cognitive  development  of  their  children  and  this  may 
influence future outcomes, including the chance and direction of social mobility and 
educational success. 
 
There were some important findings for the at-risk group – that is, the children born 
to low-scoring parents.  Teaching children basic cognitive skills, such as colours or 
the alphabet, before starting full-time education appeared to offer some protection 
for offspring against replicating the poor childhood cognitive ability of their parents.  
The fact that cognitive stimulation was not associated with cognitive development in 
high-achieving families does not imply that cognitively-stimulating activities between 
high-scoring parents and their offspring are not important, but rather that cognitive 
gains seen in children of low-scoring parents might possibly be facilitated in other 
ways by high-scoring parents as a result of a more advantageous social status and 
educational  achievement.    For  example,  children  born  into  a  non-manual  social 
class background whose parents completed degree courses might benefit from an 
environment  rich  in  learning  materials,  intellectual  outings  and  activities  that  are 
made possible through the family’s financial security.  This is a factor closely linked 
to educational attainment (Chevalier & Lanot, 2002).  These benefits may be limited 
or absent in the homes of offspring with low-scoring parents with fewer years of 
education who were more likely to hold manual positions. 
 
The aspirations of the fathers for the advancement of their children also played an 
important part in improved cognitive ability between generations.  It may be that 
paternal aspirations are positively associated with their own ambitions to succeed, 
which becomes self-fulfilling in terms of improved job prospects and an associated 
increase  in  income  through  which  more  intellectual  stimulation  and  better 
educational opportunities for their offspring are made possible.  That this effect was 
only evident in fathers may be due to the importance of their roles in determining the 
social status of their families through their occupations.  It is interesting to observe 
that the effect of the intellectual environment provided by G1 mothers in parent-
offspring  pairs  who  persistently  achieved  high  scores  (i.e.  the  high-high  group) 
appeared to be more important than that provided by G1 fathers.   This gender-
specific  effect  may  be  a  consequence  of  the  particular  parenting  behaviours 
employed to define the measure of an intellectual environment.  It is likely that in this 
cohort  of  parents  born  in  1946  the  mothers  provided  most  of  the  daily  care  for  
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children while the fathers were at work.  Visits to the library might therefore have 
been largely encouraged and initiated by the mothers. 
 
11.5.3 Comparison with other studies 
No previous studies have specifically examined the role of parenting practices in 
intergenerational discontinuities in cognitive ability.  There is, however, a body of 
research that has focused on the benefits of parenting programmes for low-income 
families (Tamis-LeMonde, et al., 2004) and comparisons could be made between 
these  studies  and  the  escapers  group.    Most  notably,  many  of  the  intervention 
studies, discussed in section 2.2, selectively include those children judged at risk of 
poorer cognitive outcomes owing to their disadvantaged family backgrounds.  These 
studies support the current findings that cognitive stimulation and the provision of 
intellectually-stimulating tasks are associated with improved cognitive outcomes in 
early childhood. 
 
11.5.4 Limitations 
The quartile-based definitions for the transition groups are somewhat arbitrary and 
may have created artificial cut-offs in the continuous data.  For example, movement 
across one  quartile resulted  in  a few parents  and offspring being categorised in 
different transition groups when in absolute terms the difference in their cognitive 
ability scores was very small.  This might explain why few differences in parenting 
practices  were  found  in  groups  representing  intergenerational  discontinuities  in 
cognitive  ability  when  comparisons  were  made  with  the  mid-range  or  reference 
group.  Nevertheless, these groupings are widely used and understood in policy 
research to differentiate high-risk groups within a population (Feinstein & Bynner, 
2004). 
  
11.5.5 Strengths 
While confirming the importance of parental aspirations and intellectual stimulation 
in cognitive development shown in this (chapter nine) and other studies (Olson & 
Kaskie, 1992; Tamis-LeMonde, et al., 2004), these analyses go a step further.  They 
identify  a  unique  role  for  cognitive  stimulation  and  the  aspirations  of  fathers  in 
improving the cognitive outcomes of children born to parents who achieved below 
average in childhood ability tests.  
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11.5.6 Conclusions 
These analyses identified specific parenting behaviours that may benefit children at 
risk of repeating the poor cognitive scores of their parents.  One of the differences 
between children of parents in the lowest ability group who improved their cognitive 
scores compared with those children who remained in the low-performing quartile of 
their  parents,  was  the  quality  of  the  intellectual  environment  in  which  they  were 
raised.    Cognitive  stimulation  in  children  considered  at  risk  owing  to  the  low 
childhood cognitive ability of their parents, as well as the aspirations of fathers for 
the  educational  and  occupational  success  of  their  children,  were  also  shown  to 
provide protection against replication of poor cognitive outcomes in the succeeding 
generation. At the other end of the spectrum, parents with high ability scores who 
failed  to  provide  a  sufficiently  good  intellectual  environment  for  their  offspring, 
appeared  to  diminish  the  chances  of  good  cognitive  outcomes  for  them.  
Discontinuities towards reduced cognitive outcomes might place offspring at risk of 
reduced  educational  and  occupational  achievement,  while  improvement  in  ability 
across generations may be advantageous in the breaking of intergenerational cycles 
of disadvantage.  
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12.   General discussion 
 
 
12.1 Summary of main findings 
This thesis has examined the pathways mediating the association between parental 
and offspring cognitive ability by using data from two linked longitudinal studies that 
enabled adjustment for a wide range of confounding factors.  Childhood cognition 
was  the  focus,  given  its  importance  as  a  precursor  for  later  educational  and 
occupational achievements.   
 
A range of parenting practices, including cognitive  stimulation, the  quality of the 
intellectual  home  environment,  parental  aspirations  and  coercive  discipline, 
emerged as important mediators in the transmission of cognitive ability from one 
generation  to  the  next.    Parental  education  and  occupational  social  class  were 
identified  as  important  factors  along  these  intergenerational  pathways.    These 
effects were seen over and above the influence of a range of physical and mental 
health variables and offspring temperament. 
 
Upward social mobility and stability in non-manual social classes by parents was 
shown to mediate a small part of parent-offspring IQ associations.  These effects 
were,  however,  subsumed  by  the  intergenerational  influence  of  parenting 
behaviours  on  offspring  cognitive  development.    Nevertheless,  improvement  in 
social  standing  and  maintenance  of  a  non-manual  social  class  were  important 
predictors of parenting practices and thus may indirectly effect intergenerational IQ 
associations through their influence on parenting practices. 
 
This work also identified parenting practices that enabled some children to avoid the 
poor  cognitive  outcomes  of  their  parents  (cognitive  stimulation),  and  others  that 
were associated with offspring underachievement relative to the parental generation 
(low quality intellectual environment).  There was some evidence to suggest that the 
provision  of  a  high  quality  intellectual  environment  may  not  be  beneficial  for 
offspring IQ if parents lack aspirations for their children to succeed or use coercive 
discipline techniques.   
 
These  findings  underscore  the  importance  of  cognitive  ability,  education  and 
socioeconomic background in shaping parenting behaviours.  They advance earlier  
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findings  by  demonstrating  that  parenting  plays  a  part  in  cross-generational 
continuities and discontinuities in cognitive ability. 
 
12.2 Relevance of this thesis 
Although this study builds on previous research on parental influences on children, it 
is unique for several reasons.  First, it has examined associations between a range 
of  factors  across  the  life  course  of  three  generations  and  parenting  behaviours.  
Second,  and  most  important,  it  has  identified  mediators  of  the  intergenerational 
association  between  parent  and  offspring  cognitive  ability.    In  particular,  the 
influences of intergenerational social mobility and a range of parenting practices on 
cognitive outcomes of offspring were highlighted.   
 
Parenting variables accounted for approximately 12% of the variance in offspring 
cognition, with effect estimates ranging from 0.2 for intellectual environment to 0.1 
for cognitive stimulation, aspirations and coercive discipline.  One question requiring 
consideration is that of how large the association should be between an aspect of 
parenting and child outcome, in this instance cognitive ability, for such a relationship 
to be considered meaningful.  In the past, correlations of 0.2 to 0.3 between aspects 
of  family  function  and  the  outcomes  of  children  were  dismissed  as  being 
inconsequential (Maccoby, 2000).  However, when an effect estimate is translated 
into  the  number  of  children  whose  cognitive  development may  be  influenced  by 
parenting  behaviours,  the  magnitude  of  these  associations  should  not  be 
considered trivial. 
 
In assessing the findings, it is also important to place them in the historical and 
policy contexts in which they arise.  Since the 1960s, when the offspring data were 
collected, a number of important social trends have changed the social and cultural 
contexts  in  which  children  develop.    At  that  time,  the  constant  presence  of  the 
mother as the child’s primary care-giver fostered the implicit assumption that father-
child relationships had little influence on child development.  The findings of this, 
and other studies (Tamis-LeMonde, et al., 2004), suggest otherwise.  Furthermore, 
it  is  likely  that  the  influence  of  fathering  has  become  even  more  important  in 
subsequent decades with increasing employment opportunities for women resulting 
in greater participation of fathers in domestic and child-rearing activities (Cabrera, et 
al., 2000).    
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12.3 Implications of findings 
The present findings have implications for cognitive outcomes across the life course 
of  at  least  two  generations.    It  is  clear  that  education  and  SEP  are  important 
determinants of certain parenting behaviours found to play a role in the transmission 
of mental ability between generations.  This may be because parents with a high 
socioeconomic status often have more success in preparing their young children for 
school because they typically have access to a wide range of resources to promote 
and support their development.  They are able to provide their children with high-
quality child care, books, and toys with which to encourage them in various learning 
activities at home. In addition, they may have easy access to information regarding 
their  children's  health,  as  well  as  social,  emotional,  and  cognitive  development.  
Well-educated parents may also seek out information to help them better prepare 
their offspring for school.  In contrast, parents with low socioeconomic status and 
educational attainment often lack the financial, social, and educational supports to 
promote and support the development and school readiness of their children.  Such 
parents  are  unable  to  transmit  educationally-relevant  preschool  verbal  and  non-
verbal  skills  that  form  the  basis  of  later  reading  and  writing  skills,  or  to  model 
reasoning and thinking skills, frequently using mathematical concepts.  In lacking 
these basic  language and  numeracy skills,  such children  begin school and then 
recapitulate  the  poor  cognitive  outcomes  of  their  parents,  and  the  cycle  of 
disadvantage repeats itself.   
 
At least two potential interventions could be used to address the apparent ‘cycle of 
disadvantage’  that  results  from  poor  cognitive  ability  being  transferred  across 
generations.  First, the results suggest that policies aimed at ensuring equal access 
to good quality education could perhaps offer a means of improving employment 
outcomes and encouraging upward social mobility between generations.  This might 
benefit parenting behaviours, which in turn would possibly translate into cognitive 
benefits  in  the  next  generation.    Second,  interventions  aimed  at  improving  the 
quality  of  the  intellectual  home  environment,  with  particular  emphasis  on  the 
promotion  of  early  reading  habits,  could  be  implemented  to  improve  cognitive 
outcomes.  However, accrued evidence suggests that while there is some indication 
that such parenting interventions may help the cognitive development of children, 
these programmes require much financial support and the benefits are short-lived 
(McKey et al., 1985).  It is also interesting to consider these points in light of the 
changes that have occurred in Britain in the 40 years since the offspring cohort were  
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born.    Children  in  the  UK  are  now  three-times  more  likely  to  live  in  one-parent 
households than in 1972.  Furthermore, the number of full-time working mothers has 
doubled in this period (Office for National Statistics, 2007).  A ‘Time Use Survey’ 
published by the Office for National Statistics (2006) found that parents who work 
full-time spend on average 24 minutes every day "caring for [their] own children."   
Thus, the way in which parents interact with their children has changed dramatically.  
A  more  far-reaching  approach  may  therefore  be  to  focus  on  the  environment 
provided by the primary carer, with initiatives aimed at creating more opportunities 
for  parents  to  work  part-time  work  and  high-quality  childcare  options  more 
affordable to parents who work full-time. 
 
 
12.4 Strengths and limitations 
It is important to consider these findings in light of a number of limitations imposed 
by the data and study design.  One such limitation was the disproportionate dropout 
rate of survey members with low cognitive ability scores (Wadsworth, et al., 1992).  
Furthermore, these and previous analyses (Richards & Sacker, 2003) have shown 
that  birth  cohort  members  with  missing  cognitive  outcomes  were  relatively 
disadvantaged in terms  of paternal  occupation, educational attainment and adult 
occupation  and  analyses  may  therefore  under-represent  those  with  low  SEP.  
However,  the  use  of maximum  likelihood  estimation  in  the  path model  analyses 
suggested that these missing data did not affect the results to any considerable 
extent.      
 
In interpreting these findings it is important to note that the theoretical framework 
under  investigation  represented  only  a  small  part  of  a  much  broader  set  of 
influences – such as poverty and neighbourhood effects (Guo & Harris, 2000) – that 
might  be  associated  with  the  intergenerational  transfer  of  cognitive  ability.    The 
measures of parenting likewise did not represent all child-rearing behaviours that 
might be related to cognitive development.  In particular, the discipline measures 
only included how parents employed harsh discipline so that the broad picture of 
parental methods of discipline, including proactive strategies, was not represented.     
 
A further limitation of the theoretical model was that it assigned primary weight to a 
single transmission source between the G1 parent (i.e. the birth cohort member) 
and the second-generation offspring.  The extent and particular patterns of assortive  
  207
mating are unknown, but previous studies have reported the tendency of individuals 
to  marry  partners  with  similar  educational  qualifications  and  social  backgrounds 
(Blackwell & Lichter, 2000; Schoen & Weinick, 1993), and it is therefore anticipated 
that the characteristics of the partner of birth cohort parents would not have been 
sufficiently different to affect results.  In similar vein, children might be punished or 
stimulated by grandparents, siblings, estranged partners and others not included in 
the theoretical model, and accordingly this might have diminished the accuracy of 
the estimates. 
 
In addition to the drawbacks of the parenting measures raised in section 9.6.4, one 
further limitation is that the reliability and validity of these measures have not been 
established.  Although efforts were made to ensure that the data were collected 
accurately (through, for example, the training of research nurses) the reliability of 
the questionnaire was not formally assessed.  Furthermore, no assessment was 
made of the validity of the parenting measures – that is, the degree to which they 
reflected or assessed the specific concept being measured.   Thus interventions 
aimed at ensuring that parents regularly took their children to the public library in 
order to improve the intellectual environment of the home, might be misplaced until 
such findings have been replicated using validated measures.  A further caveat of 
the  measures  used  in  the  analyses  is  that  the  indices  of  SEP,  which  included 
education and occupational social class, may not fully reflect all potentially relevant 
aspects of social background, and residual confounding might therefore be present.   
 
Finally, the study was unable to distinguish between the genetic and environmental 
effects of parental ability on offspring cognitive development.  This was unavoidable, 
but  a  broad  range  of  factors  across  the  life  course  of  three  generations  were 
nevertheless included in the analyses to show some of the paths through which 
environmental  factors  might  work  to  influence  intergenerational  associations  in 
cognitive  ability.    The  prospective  longitudinal  design  places  variables  in  the 
appropriate  time-ordered  sequences,  allowing  the  examination  of  developmental 
change, and the ability to draw stronger inferences about causal effects that would 
otherwise not be possible with a cross-sectional design. 
 
12.5 Future work 
As  previously  noted,  similarity  between  generations  is  potentially  due  to  both 
genetic and environmental factors (Plomin & Spinath, 2004), and therefore without  
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genetic  information  a  complete  understanding  of  intergenerational  processes  is 
unlikely.  A genetically-informed design, such as a longitudinal adoption study, is 
one possible solution to this problem.  Numerous studies have shown that cognitive 
ability might reflect genetic as well as environmental effects (Neisser, et al., 1996; 
Plomin, 1995).  Inclusion of heritable components in future studies would shed light 
on those genetic factors interacting with environmental influences and would thus 
assist  in  delineating  the  developmental  pathways  at  the  interface  of  interaction 
between the genotype and the environment.   
 
Since both parents are rarely enrolled in the original sample of an intergenerational 
study, this may lead to an underestimation of intergenerational continuity because 
half of the life course information is missing.  Solutions to this problem may be found 
in the future inclusion of spousal and extended family data, as well as the inclusion 
of all siblings, rather than that of a single child from each family.   
 
One further consideration is that these findings should ideally be replicated in other 
studies  in  order  to  examine  their  generalisability  across  diverse  samples, 
populations,  contexts  and  historical  periods.    This  should  include  validated 
measures  of  parenting  practices  collected  from  multiple  informants  as  well  as 
observational  data  of  parent-child  interactions  so  as  to  reduce  some  of  those 
sources of bias previously discussed.  Parenting measures that encompass a range 
of behaviours – such as high intellectual environment and high coercive disciplines 
–  may  advance  the  preliminary  observations  in  this  thesis  that  the  benefits  of 
positive parenting behaviours on offspring IQ may be negated by the presence of 
negative parenting behaviours. 
 
Identification of the processes associated with parenting that lead to certain children 
repeating their parents’ cognitive achievements, and others avoiding them, is also a 
matter for continuing investigation.  This work identified unique parenting behaviours 
associated with improvement and deterioration in ability across generations, namely 
cognitive  stimulation  and  the  intellectual  environment  respectively.    A  fuller 
understanding of the mechanisms involved in these discontinuities might help focus 
any  interventions  aimed  at  breaking  intergenerational  cycles  of  poor  cognitive 
outcomes. 
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12.6 Conclusions 
In  these  analyses  of  intergenerational  associations  of  cognitive  ability,  parenting 
practices  were  shown  to  represent  an  important  gateway  in  the  transmission 
cognitive  skills  from  parents  to  offspring.    The  ability  of  parents  to  provide 
intellectually-stimulation environment and cognitive stimulation in the home as well 
as  maintain  appropriate  levels  of  discipline,  played  a  role  in  determining  their 
children’s  ability  to  acquire  cognitive  skills.    Although  approximately  50%  of  the 
variation in human intelligence may be attributable to genetic factors, these findings 
illustrate that environmental factors, which account for the remaining 50% of the 
variation and are more easily modifiable than genetic factors, play an important part 
in the intergenerational association of cognitive ability.    
 
 
    
  210
13.  References 
 
 
Abbott, P. & Sapsford, R. J. (1987). Social class.  London: Tavistock Publications. 
Agresti, A. (2002). Categorical data analysis. 2nd ed.  New York: John Wiley & Sons. 
Allison, P. D. (2002). Missing Data.  Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Anderson, L. M., Shinn, C., Fullilove, M. T., Scrimshaw, S. C., Fielding, J. E., Normand, J., & 
Carande-Kulis, V. G. (2003). The effectiveness of early childhood development programs: A 
systematic review. American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 24 (3, Supplement 1), 32-46. 
Anderson, M. I., Parmenter, T. R., & Mok, M. (2002). The relationship between 
neurobehavioural problems of severe traumatic brain injury (TBI), family functioning and the 
psychological well-being of the spouse/caregiver: path model analysis. Brain Inj, 16 (9), 743-
757. 
Andersson, H. W., Sommerfelt, K., Sonnander, K., & Ahlsten, G. (1996). Maternal child-
rearing attitudes, IQ, and socioeconomic status as related to cognitive abilities of five-year-
old children. Psychol Rep, 79 (1), 3-14. 
Andreasen, N. C., Flaum, M., Swayze, V., Oleary, D. S., Alliger, R., Cohen, G., Ehrhardt, J., 
& Yuh, W. T. C. (1993). Intelligence and Brain Structure in Normal Individuals. Am J 
Psychiatry, 150 (1), 130-134. 
Arbuckle, J. C. (1999). Amos for Windows. Analysis of moment structures. (4.01). [computer 
program]. Chicago: Small-Waters Corp. 
Aunola, K., Stattin, H., & Nurmi, J. E. (2000). Parenting styles and adolescents' achievement 
strategies. Journal of Adolescence, 23 (2), 205-222. 
Barker, D. J. (1995). Fetal origins of coronary heart disease. BMJ, 311 (6998), 171-174. 
Barker, D. J. (2004). The developmental origins of well-being. Philos Trans R Soc Lond B 
Biol Sci, 359 (1449), 1359-1366. 
Barker, D. J. (2005). The developmental origins of insulin resistance. Horm Res, 64 
(Supplement 3), 2-7. 
Baron, J. H. (2005). Corporal punishment of children in England and the United States: 
Current issues. Mount Sinai Journal of Medicine, 72 (1), 45-46. 
Bartley, M. & Plewis, I. (1997). Does health-selective mobility account for socioeconomic 
differences in health? Evidence from England and Wales, 1971 to 1991. J Health Soc 
Behav, 38 (4), 376-386. 
Batty, G. D., Deary, I. J., & Macintyre, S. (2006). Childhood IQ and life course 
socioeconomic position in relation to alcohol induced hangovers in adulthood: the Aberdeen 
children of the 1950s study. J Epidemiol Community Health, 60 (10), 872-874. 
Batty, G. D., Deary, I. J., Schoon, I., & Gale, C. R. (2007). Childhood mental ability in 
relation to food intake and physical activity in adulthood: the 1970 British Cohort Study. 
Pediatrics, 119 (1), e38-e45. 
Baumrind, D. (1971). Current patterns of parental authority. Developmental Psychology 
Monographs, 4, 1-103.  
  211
Baumrind, D. (1991). The influence of parenting style on adolescent competence and 
substance abuse. Journal of Early Adolescence, 11, 56-95. 
Bell, R. Q. (1968). A reinterpretation of direction of effects in studies of socialization. Psychol 
Rev, 75 (2), 81-95. 
Belsky, J., Jaffee, S. R., Sligo, J., Woodward, L., & Silva, P. A. (2005). Intergenerational 
transmission of warm-sensitive-stimulating parenting: a prospective study of mothers and 
fathers of 3-year-olds. Child Dev, 76 (2), 384-396. 
Belsky, J., Melhuish, E., Barnes, J., Leyland, A. H., & Romaniuk, H. (2006). Effects of Sure 
Start local programmes on children and families: early findings from a quasi-experimental, 
cross sectional study. BMJ, 332, 1467-1452. 
Binet, A. (1905). New methods for the diagnosis of the intellectual level of subnormals. 
L'Annee Psychologique, 12, 191-244. 
Blackwell, D. L. & Lichter, D. T. (2000). Mate selection among married and cohabiting 
couples. Journal of Family Issues, 21 (3), 275-302. 
Blanden, J., Gregg, P., & Machin, S. (2005). Intergenerational Mobility in Europe and North 
America. A Report Supported by the Sutton Trust.  Centre for Economic Performance. 
Blane, D., Smith, G. D., & Hart, C. (1999). Some social and physical correlates of 
intergenerational social mobility: Evidence from the West of Scotland collaborative study. 
Sociology, 33 (1), 169-183. 
Bor, W. & Sanders, M. R. (2004). Correlates of self-reported coercive parenting of 
preschool-aged children at high risk for the development of conduct problems. Australian 
and New Zealand Journal of Psychiatry, 38 (9), 738-745. 
Boring, E. G. (1923). Intelligence as the tests test it. New Republic, 36, 35-37. 
Bouchard, T. J. J. & McGue, M. (2003). Genetic and environmental influences on human 
psychological differences. J Neurobiol, 54 (1), 4-45. 
Bowlby, J. (1988). A secure base: clinical applications of attachment theory.  London: 
Routledge. 
Bradley, R. H. (1994). The HOME Inventory: Review and reflections. In: Reese, H., ed. 
Advances in child development and behaviour.  San Diego, CA: Academic Press, 214-288. 
Bradley, R. H. & Caldwell, B. M. (1976a). Early Home Environment and Changes in Mental 
Test Performance in Children from 6 to 36 Months. Dev Psychol, 12 (2), 93-97. 
Bradley, R. H. & Caldwell, B. M. (1976b). The Relation of Infants' Home Environments to 
Mental Test Performance at Fifty-four Months: A Follow-up Study. Child Dev, 47, 1172-1174. 
Bradley, R. H. & Caldwell, B. M. (1980). The Relation of Home Environment, Cognitive 
Competence, and IQ among Males and Females. Child Dev, 51, 1140-1148. 
Bradley, R. H. & Caldwell, B. M. (1984). The Relation of Infants' Home Environments to 
Achievement Test Performance in First Grade: A Follow-up Study. Child Dev, 55, 803-809. 
Bradley, R. H. & Corwyn, R. F. (2002). Socioeconomic status and child development. Annu 
Rev Psychol, 53, 371-399.  
  212
Bradley, R. H., Corwyn, R. F., Burchinal, M., Mcadoo, H. P., & Coll, C. G. (2001). The home 
environments of children in the United States part II: Relations with behavioral development 
through age thirteen. Child Dev, 72 (6), 1868-1886. 
Breen, R. & Goldthorpe, J. H. (1999). Class inequality and meritocracy: a critique of 
Saunders and an alternative analysis. Br J Sociol, 50 (1), 1-27. 
Breen, R. & Goldthorpe, J. H. (2001). Class, mobility and merit - The experience of two 
British birth cohorts. European Sociological Review, 17 (2), 81-101. 
Byrne, B. M. (2001). Structural equation modelling with AMOS: basic concepts, applications, 
and programming.  Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
Cabrera, N. J., Tamis-LeMonde, C. S., Bradley, R. H., Hofferth, S., & Lamb, M. E. (2000). 
Fatherhood in the twenty-first century. Child Dev, 71 (1), 127-136. 
Cairns, R. B., Cairns, B. D., Xie, H., Leung, M. C., & Hearne, S. (1998). Paths across 
generations: academic competence and aggressive behaviors in young mothers and their 
children. Dev Psychol, 34 (6), 1162-1174. 
Caldji, C., Diorio, J., & Meaney, M. J. (2000). Variations in maternal care in infancy regulate 
the development of stress reactivity. Biol Psychiatry, 48 (12), 1164-1174. 
Caldwell, B. M. & Bradley, R. H. (1984). Home Observation for Measurement of the 
Environment.  Little Rock, AR: University of Arkansas. 
Canetti, L., Bachar, E., Galili-Weisstub, E., De-nour, A. K., & Shalev, A. Y. (1997). Parental 
bonding and mental health in adolescence. Adolescence, 32 (126), 381-394. 
Capaldi, D. M. & Clark, S. (1998). Prospective family predictors of aggression toward female 
partners for at-risk young men. Dev Psychol, 34 (6), 1175-1188. 
Capaldi, D. M., Pears, K. C., Patterson, G. R., & Owen, L. D. (2003). Continuity of parenting 
practices across generations in an at-risk sample: a prospective comparison of direct and 
mediated associations. J Abnorm Child Psychol, 31 (2), 127-142. 
Carretta, T. R. & Ree, M. J. (1995). Near Identity of Cognitive Structure in Sex and Ethnic-
Groups. Personality and Individual Differences, 19 (2), 149-155. 
Carroll, J. B. (1993). Human Cognitive Abilities: A Survey of Factor Analytic Studies.  
Cambridge University Press. 
Carter, D. & Welch, D. (1981). Parenting Styles and Children's Behavior. Family Relations, 
30 (2), 191-195. 
Case, A. (2006). Stature and status: Height, ability and labor market outcomes.  Center for 
Health and Wellbeing. 
Case, A. & Paxson, C. (2006). Children's health and social mobility. Future Child, 16 (2), 
151-173. 
Chassin, L., Presson, C. C., Todd, M., Rose, J. S., & Sherman, S. J. (1998). Maternal 
socialization of adolescent smoking: The intergenerational transmission of parenting and 
smoking. Dev Psychol, 34 (6), 1189-1201. 
Chen, Z. & Kaplan, H. B. (2001). Intergenerational Transmission of Constructive Parenting. 
Journal of Marriage and Family, 63 (1), 17-31.  
  213
Chevalier, A. & Lanot, G. (2002). The relative effect of family characteristics and financial 
situation on educational achievement. Education Economics, 10, 165-182. 
Cogill, S. R., Caplan, H. L., Alexandra, H., Robson, K. M., & Kumar, R. (1986). Impact of 
maternal postnatal depression on cognitive development of young children. BMJ (Clin Res 
Ed), 292 (6529), 1165-1167. 
Collishaw, S., Maughan, B., Goodman, R., & Pickles, A. (2004). Time trends in adolescent 
mental health. J Child Psychol Psychiatry, 45 (8), 1350-1362. 
Colom, R., Lluis-Font, J. M., & Andres-Pueyo, A. (2005). The generational intelligence gains 
are caused by decreasing variance in the lower half of the distribution: Supporting evidence 
for the nutrition hypothesis. Intelligence, 33 (1), 83-91. 
Conger, R. D., Neppl, T., Kim, K. J., & Scaramella, L. (2003). Angry and aggressive behavior 
across three generations: A prospective, longitudinal study of parents and children. J 
Abnorm Child Psychol, 31 (2), 143-160. 
Copeland, J., Gilmour, S., Gates, P., & Swift, W. (2005). The Cannabis Problems 
Questionnaire: factor structure, reliability, and validity. Drug Alcohol Depend, 80 (3), 313-
319. 
Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests. Psychometrika, 
16, 297-333. 
Davis, P. W., Chandler, J. L., & LaRossa, R. (2004). "I've tried the switch but he laughs 
through the tears": The use and conceptualization of corporal punishment during the 
Machine Age, 1924-1939. Child Abuse & Neglect, 28 (12), 1291-1310. 
Deary, I. J. (2001a). Human intelligence differences: a recent history. Trends in Cognitive 
Sciences, 5 (3), 127-130. 
Deary, I. J. (2001b). Intelligence: A Very Short Introduction.  New York: Oxford University 
Press. 
Deary, I. J., Strand, S., Smith, P., & Fernandes, C. (2007). Intelligence and educational 
achievement. Intelligence, 35 (1), 13-21. 
Deary, I. J., Taylor, M. D., Hart, C. L., Wilson, V., Smith, G. D., Blane, D., & Starr, J. M. 
(2005). Intergenerational social mobility and mid-life status attainment: Influences of 
childhood intelligence, childhood social factors, and education. Intelligence, 33 (5), 455-472. 
Deary, I. J., Whalley, L. J., Lemmon, H., Crawford, J. R., & Starr, J. M. (2000). The stability 
of individual differences in mental ability from childhood to old age: Follow-up of the 1932 
Scottish mental survey. Intelligence, 28 (1), 49-55. 
Deary, I. J., Whiteman, M. C., Starr, J. M., Whalley, L. J., & Fox, H. C. (2004). The impact of 
childhood intelligence on later life: following up the Scottish mental surveys of 1932 and 
1947. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 86 (1), 130-147. 
Deater-Deckard, K. (2000). Parenting and child behavioral adjustment in early childhood: A 
quantitative genetic approach to studying family processes. Child Dev, 71 (2), 468-484. 
Dekovic, M., Jannssens, J. M. A. M., & Gerris, J. R. M. (1991). Factor Structure and 
Construct Validity of the Block Child Rearing Practices Report (CRPR). Pscychological 
Assessment, 3, 182-187. 
Department of Education and Science (1972). Burnham Further Education Committee 
grading courses 1972.  London. HMSO.  
  214
Dickens, W. T. & Flynn, J. R. (2001). Heritability estimates versus large environmental 
effects: the IQ paradox resolved. Psychol Rev, 108 (2), 346-369. 
Dogan, S. J., Conger, R. D., Kim, K. J., & Masyn, K. E. (2007). Cognitive and parenting 
pathways in the transmission of antisocial behavior from parents to adolescents. Child Dev, 
78 (1), 335-349. 
Douglas, J. W. (1975). Early hospital admissions and later disturbances of behaviour and 
learning. Dev Med Child Neurol, 17 (4), 456-480. 
Douglas, J. W. B. (1967). The Home and The School.  London: Granada. 
Downey, G. & Coyne, J. C. (1990). Children of Depressed Parents - An Integrative Review. 
Psychol Bull, 108 (1), 50-76. 
Dubow, E. F., Huesmann, L. R., & Boxer, P. (2003). Theoretical and methodological 
considerations in cross-generational research on parenting and child aggressive behavior. J 
Abnorm Child Psychol, 31 (2), 185-192. 
Dunn, L. M. & Dunn, L. M. (1997). Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test Revised.  Circle Pines, 
MN. American Guidance Service. 
Easterbrooks, M. A. & Goldberg, W. A. (1984). Toddler Development in the Family - Impact 
of Father Involvement and Parenting Characteristics. Child Dev, 55 (3), 740-752. 
Elardo, R. (1977). A Longitudinal Study of the Relation of Infants' Home Environment to 
Language Development at Age Three. Child Dev, 48, 595-603. 
Elardo, R., Bradley, R., & Caldwell, B. M. (1975). Relation of Infants Home Environments to 
Mental Test Performance from 6 to 36 Months - Longitudinal Analysis. Child Dev, 46 (1), 71-
76. 
Elder, G. H., Nguyen, T. V., & Caspi, A. (1985). Linking family hardship to children's lives. 
Child Dev, 56 (2), 361-375. 
Elkins, I. J., McGue, M., & Iacono, W. G. (1997). Genetic and environmental influences on 
parent-son relationships: Evidence for increasing genetic influence during adolescence. Dev 
Psychol, 33 (2), 351-363. 
Elliman, D. & Lynch, M. A. (2000). The physical punishment of children. Arch Dis Child, 83 
(3), 196-198. 
Estrada, P., Arsenio, W. F., Hess, R. D., & Holloway, S. D. (1987). Affective quality of the 
mother-child relationship: longitudinal consequences for children's school relevant cognitive 
function. Dev Psychol, 23, 210-215. 
Eysenck, H. J. (1958). A short questionnaire for the measurement of two dimensions of 
personality. Journal of Applied Psychology, 43, 14-17. 
Farkas, G. (2003). Cognitive skills and noncognitive traits and behaviors in stratification 
processes. Annual Review of Sociology, 29, 541-562. 
Feinstein, L. (2003). Inequality in the Early Cognitive Development of British Children in the 
1970 Cohort. Economica, 70, 73-97. 
Feinstein, L. & Bynner, J. (2004). The importance of cognitive development in middle 
childhood for adulthood socioeconomic status, mental health, and problem behavior. Child 
Dev, 75 (5), 1329-1339.  
  215
Flynn, J. R. (1984). The Mean IQ of Americans - Massive Gains 1932 to 1978. Psychol Bull, 
95 (1), 29-51. 
Flynn, J. R. (1987). Massive IQ Gains in 14 Nations - What IQ Tests Really Measure. 
Psychol Bull, 101 (2), 171-191. 
Francis, D., Diorio, J., Liu, D., & Meaney, M. J. (1999). Nongenomic transmission across 
generations of maternal behavior and stress responses in the rat. Science, 286 (5442), 
1155-1158. 
Galobardes, B., Shaw, M., Lawlor, D. A., Lynch, J. W., & Davey Smith, G. (2006a). 
Indicators of socioeconomic position (part 1). Journal of Epidemiology and Community 
Health, 60 (1), 7-12. 
Galobardes, B., Shaw, M., Lawlor, D. A., Lynch, J. W., & Davey Smith, G. (2006b). 
Indicators of socioeconomic position (part 2). Journal of Epidemiology and Community 
Health, 60 (2), 95-101. 
Garcia Bacete, F. J. & Oliver Rodriguez, J. C. (2004). Family and ability correlates of 
academic grades: social status group differences. Psychol Rep, 95 (1), 10-12. 
Gardner, H. (1983). Frames of mind: The theory of multiple intelligence.  New York: Basic 
Books. 
Gee, J. P. (2001). A sociocultural perspective on early literacy development. In: Neuman, 
S.B. & Dickinson, D.K., eds. Handbook of early literacy research.  New York: Guilford Press, 
30-42. 
Gelman, A. & Hill, J. (2007). Data analysis using regression and multilevel/hierarchical 
models.  Cambridge University Press. 
Gershoff, E. T. (2002). Corporal punishment by parents and associated child behaviors and 
experiences: A meta-analytic and theoretical review. Psychol Bull, 128 (4), 539-579. 
Gilbert, N. (1993). Analyzing Tabular Data: Loglinear and logistic models for social 
researchers.  London: UCL Press. 
Gisselmann, M. D. (2006). The influence of maternal childhood and adulthood social class 
on the health of the infant. Soc Sci Med, 63 (4), 1023-1033. 
Glass, N. (1999). Sure Start: The Development of an Early Intervention Programme for 
Young Children in the United Kingdom. Children and Society, 13, 257-264. 
Goldthorpe, J. H., Llewellyn, C., & Payne, C. (1980). Social Mobility and Class Structure in 
Modern Britain.  Oxford: Clarendon Press. 
Gottfredson, L. S. (1997). Mainstream science on intelligence: An editorial with 52 
signatories, history, and bibliography. Intelligence, 24 (1), 13-23. 
Greenland, S. & Finkle, W. D. (1995). A critical look at methods for handling missing 
covariates in epidemiologic regression analyses. Am J Epidemiol, 142 (12), 1255-1264. 
Grogan-Kaylor, A. (2005). Corporal punishment and the growth trajectory of children's 
antisocial behavior. Child Maltreat, 10 (3), 283-292. 
Guilford, J. P. (1956). The structure of intellect. Psychol Bull, 53 (4), 267-293. 
Guo, G. & Harris, K. M. (2000). The mechanisms mediating the effects of poverty on 
children's intellectual development. Demography, 37 (4), 431-447.  
  216
Haier, R. J. (1993). Cerebral glucose metabolism and intelligence. In: Vernon, P.A., ed. 
Biological approaches to the study of human intelligence.  Norwood, NJ: Ablex Pub, 17-332. 
Halsey, A. H. & Webb, J. (2000). Twentieth-century British social trends.  Basingstoke: 
Macmillan. 
Harlow, H. F., Dodswort, R. O., & Harlow, M. K. (1965). Total Social Isolation in Monkeys. 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 54 (1), 
90-97. 
Hart, C. L., Deary, I. J., Smith, G. D., Upton, M. N., Whalley, L. J., Starr, J. M., Hole, D. J., 
Wilson, V., & Watt, G. C. (2005). Childhood IQ of parents related to characteristics of their 
offspring: linking the Scottish Mental Survey 1932 to the Midspan Family Study. J Biosoc 
Sci, 37 (5), 623-639. 
Herrnstein, R. J. & Murray, C. (1994). The Bell Curve: Intelligence and Class Structure in 
American life.  New York: Free Press. 
Hess, R. D. & Mcdevitt, T. M. (1984). Some Cognitive Consequences of Maternal 
Intervention Techniques - A Longitudinal Study. Child Dev, 55 (6), 2017-2030. 
Hill, N. E. (2001). Parenting and academic socialization as they relate to school readiness: 
The roles of ethnicity and family income. Journal of Educational Psychology, 93 (4), 686-
697. 
Hobcraft, J. (1998). Intergenerational and life-course transmission of social exclusion:  
Influences of childhood poverty, family disruption and contact with the police. CASE Paper 
15 . London. Centre for Analysis of Social Exclusion, London School of Economics and 
Political Science. 
Hops, H., Davis, B., Leve, C., & Sheeber, L. (2003). Cross-generational transmission of 
aggressive parent behavior: A prospective, mediational examination. J Abnorm Child 
Psychol, 31 (2), 161-169. 
Horn, J. L. & Cattell, R. B. (2006). Refinement and test of the theory of fluid and crystallised 
general intelligence. Journal of Educational Psychology, 57, 253-270. 
Hosmer, D. W. & Lemeshow, S. (2000). Applied logistic regression. 2nd ed.  New York: 
Wiley. 
Hox, J. J. (2000). An Introduction to Structural Equation Modelling. Family Science Review, 
11, 354-373. 
Hoy, E. A., Bill, J. M., & Sykes, D. H. (1988). Very Low-Birth-Weight - A Long-Term 
Developmental Impairment. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 11 (1), 37-67. 
Hubbs-Tait, L., Culp, A. M., Culp, R. E., & Miller, C. E. (2002). Relation of maternal cognitive 
stimulation, emotional support, and intrusive behavior during Head Start to children's 
kindergarten cognitive abilities. Child Dev, 73 (1), 110-131. 
Huesmann, L. R., Lefkowitz, M. M., & Walder, L. O. (1984). Stability of Aggression Over 
Time and Generations. Dev Psychol, 20 (6), 1120-1134. 
James, J. (2001). Interaction effects in logistic regression.  London: Sage Publications. 
Jefferis, B. J., Power, C., & Hertzman, C. (2002). Birth weight, childhood socioeconomic 
environment, and cognitive development in the 1958 British birth cohort study. BMJ, 325 
(7359), 305.  
  217
Jencks, C. (1979). Who gets ahead? The determinants of economic success in America.  
New York: Basic Books. 
Jensen, A. R. (1998). The g Factor: The Science of Mental Ability.  New York: Praeger. 
Joint Committee of the Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynaecologists and the 
Population Investigation Committee (1948). Maternity in Great Britain.  Oxford University 
Press. 
Jolliffe, I. T. (2002). Principal Component Analysis. 2nd ed.  New York: Springer. 
Kagan, J. & Freeman, M. (1963). Relation of childhood intelligence, maternal behaviours, 
and social class to behaviour during adolescence. Child Dev, 34, 899-911. 
Kaplan, G. A., Turrell, G., Lynch, J. W., Everson, S. A., Helkala, E. L., & Salonen, J. T. 
(2001). Childhood socioeconomic position and cognitive function in adulthood. International 
Journal of Epidemiology, 30 (2), 256-263. 
Kendler, K. S. (1996). Parenting: A genetic-epidemiologic perspective. Am J Psychiatry, 153 
(1), 11-20. 
Kiernan, K. E. & Diamond, I. (1983). The Age at Which Childbearing Starts - a Longitudinal 
Study. Population Studies, 37, 363-380. 
Knafo, A. & Plomin, R. (2006). Parental discipline and affection and children's prosocial 
behavior: genetic and environmental links. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90 
(1), 147-164. 
Kochanska, G., Kuczynski, L., & Radke-Yarrow, M. (1989). Correspondence between 
mothers' self-reported and observed child-rearing practices. Child Dev, 60 (1), 56-63. 
Kubicka, L., Matejcek, Z., Dytrych, Z., & Roth, Z. (2001). IQ and personality traits assessed 
in childhood as predictors of drinking and smoking behaviour in middle-aged adults: a 24-
year follow-up study. Addiction, 96 (11), 1615-1628. 
Kuh, D. & Ben-Shlomo, Y. (2004). A life course approach to chronic disease epidemiology. 
2nd ed.  Oxford University Press. 
Kuh, D. & Hardy, R. (2002). A life course approach to women's health.  Oxford University 
Press. 
Kuh, D., Power, C., Blane, D., & Bartley, M. (2004). Socioeconomic pathways between 
childhood and adult health. In: Kuh, D. and Ben-Shlomo, Y., eds. A life course approach to 
chronic disease epidemiology.  Oxford University Press, 371-395. 
Kuh, D. J. & Cooper, C. (1992). Physical activity at 36 years: patterns and childhood 
predictors in a longitudinal study. Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health, 46 (2), 
114-119. 
Kuncel, N. R., Hezlett, S. A., & Ones, D. S. (2004). Academic performance, career potential, 
creativity, and job performance: Can one construct predict them all? Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 86 (1), 148-161. 
Lamb, M. E. (2004). The role of the father in child development. 3rd ed.  New York: Wiley. 
Lamborn, S. D., Mounts, N. S., Steinberg, L., & Dornbusch, S. M. (1991). Patterns of 
Competence and Adjustment Among Adolescents from Authoritative, Authoritarian, 
Indulgent, and Neglectful Families. Child Dev, 62 (5), 1049-1065.  
  218
Lawlor, D. A., Batty, G. D., Morton, S. M., Deary, I. J., Macintyre, S., Ronalds, G., & Leon, D. 
A. (2005). Early life predictors of childhood intelligence: evidence from the Aberdeen 
children of the 1950s study. Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health, 59 (8), 656-
663. 
Lee, V. E., Brooks-Gunn, J., Schnur, E., & Liaw, F. R. (1990). Are Head Start effects 
sustained? A longitudinal follow-up comparison of disadvantaged children attending Head 
Start, no preschool, and other preschool programs. Child Dev, 61 (2), 495-507. 
Lempers, J. D., Clark-Lempers, D., & Simons, R. L. (1989). Economic hardship, parenting, 
and distress in adolescence. Child Dev, 60 (1), 25-39. 
Liu, D., Diorio, J., Day, J. C., Francis, D. D., & Meaney, M. J. (2000). Maternal care, 
hippocampal synaptogenesis and cognitive development in rats. Nat Neurosci, 3 (8), 799-
806. 
Locke, L. M. & Prinz, R. J. (2002). Measurement of parental discipline and nurturance. 
Clinical Psychology Review, 22 (6), 895-929. 
Loehlin, J. C. (2004). Latent variable models: An introduction to factor, path, and structural 
analysis. 4th ed.  Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 
Losoya, S. H., Callor, S., Rowe, D. C., & Goldsmith, H. H. (1997). Origins of familial 
similarity in parenting: A study of twins and adoptive siblings. Dev Psychol, 33 (6), 1012-
1023. 
Lovejoy, M. C., Graczyk, P. A., O'Hare, E., & Neuman, G. (2000). Maternal depression and 
parenting behavior: A meta-analytic review. Clinical Psychology Review, 20 (5), 561-592. 
Lugo-Gil, J. & Tamis-LeMonde, C. S. (2008). Family resources and Parenting Quality: Links 
to Children's Cognitive Development Across the First 3 Years. Child Dev, 79 (4), 1065-1085. 
Lynn, R. (1990). The Role of Nutrition in Secular Increases in Intelligence. Personality and 
Individual Differences, 11 (3), 273-285. 
Lynn, R. & Hampson, S. (1986). The Rise of National Intelligence - Evidence from Britain, 
Japan and the USA. Personality and Individual Differences, 7 (1), 23-32. 
Maccoby, E. E. (2000). Parenting and its effects on children: On reading and misreading 
behavior genetics. Annu Rev Psychol, 51, 1-27. 
Maccoby, E. E. & Martin, J. A. (1983). Socialization in the context of the family: Parent-child 
interaction. In: Mussen, P.H., ed. Handbook of child psychology.  New York: Wiley, 1-101. 
Manor, O., Matthews, S., & Power, C. (2003). Health selection: the role of inter- and intra-
generational mobility on social inequalities in health. Soc Sci Med, 57 (11), 2217-2227. 
Marjoribanks, K. (2001). Family and ability correlates of academic achievement. Psychol 
Rep, 89 (3), 510-512. 
Marjoribanks, K. (2003). Family and ability correlates of academic achievement: social 
status group differences. Psychol Rep, 93 (2), 419-422. 
Martin, J. & Roberts, C. (1984). Women and employment: A lifetime perspective. The report 
of the 1980 DE/OPCS Women and Employment Survey.  London: HMSO. 
Mascie-Taylor, C. G. & Gibson, J. B. (1978). Social mobility and IQ components. J Biosoc 
Sci, 10 (3), 263-276.  
  219
Maughan, B., Collishaw, S., & Pickles, A. (1998). School Achievement and Adult 
Qualifications among Adoptees: A Longitudinal Study. J Child Psychol Psychiatry, 39 (5), 
669-685. 
McEwen, B. S. & Seeman, T. (1999). Protective and damaging effects of mediators of 
stress. Elaborating and testing the concepts of allostasis and allostatic load. 
Ann.N.Y.Acad.Sci., 896, 30-47. 
McGorry, P. D., Bell, R. C., Dudgeon, P. L., & Jackson, H. J. (1998). The dimensional 
structure of first episode psychosis: an exploratory factor analysis. Psychol Med, 28 (4), 935-
947. 
McKey, R. H., Condelli, L., Granson, H., Barrett, B., McConkey, C., & Platz, M. (1985). The 
impact of Head Start on children, families and communities (final report of the Head Start 
Evaluation, Synthesis and Utilization Project).  Washington, DC. CSR. 
McLearn, K. T., Minkovitz, C. S., Strobino, D. M., Marks, E., & Hou, W. (2006a). Maternal 
depressive symptoms at 2 to 4 months postpartum and early parenting practices. Arch 
Pediatr Adolesc Med, 160 (3), 279-284. 
McLearn, K. T., Minkovitz, C. S., Strobino, D. M., Marks, E., & Hou, W. (2006b). The timing 
of maternal depressive symptoms and mothers' parenting practices with young children: 
Implications for pediatric practice. Pediatrics, 118 (1), e174-182. 
McLeod, J. D. & Shanahan, M. J. (1993). Poverty, Parenting, and Children's Mental Health. 
American Journal of Sociological Review, 58, 351-366. 
Melhuish, E., Belsky, J., Leyland, A. H., Barnes, J., & National Evaluation of Sure Start 
Research Team. (2008). Effects of fully-established Sure Start Local Programmes on 3-
year-old children and their families living in England: a quasi-experimental observational 
study. Lancet, 372 (9650), 1641-1647.  
Mishra, G., Prynne, C. J., Paul, A., Greenberg, D. C., & Bolton-Smith, C. (2009). The impact 
of inter-generational social and regional circumstances on dietary intake patterns of British 
adults: results from the 1946 British Birth Cohort. Public Health Nutr, 7 (6), 737-744. 
Morris, S., Sutton, M., & Gravelle, H. (2005). Inequity and inequality in the use of health care 
in England: an empirical investigation. Soc Sci Med, 60 (6), 1251-1266. 
Neiderhiser, J. M., Reiss, D., Pedersen, N. L., Lichtenstein, P., Spotts, E. L., & Hansson, K. 
(2004). Genetic and environmental influences on mothering of adolescents: A comparison of 
two samples. Dev Psychol, 40 (3), 335-351. 
Neisser, U. (1998). The rising curve: long-term gains in IQ and related measures.  
Washington DC: American Psychological Association. 
Neisser, U., Boodoo, G., Bouchard, T. J., Boykin, A. W., Brody, N., Ceci, S. J., Halpern, D. 
F., Loehlin, J. C., Perloff, R., Sternberg, R. J., & Urbina, S. (1996). Intelligence: Knowns and 
Unknowns. Am Psychol, 51 (2), 77-101. 
Nettle, D. (2003). Intelligence and class mobility in the British population. Br J Psychol, 94 
(Pt 4), 551-561. 
Nigg, J. T. & Huang-Pollock, C. (2003). An early-onset model of the role of the executive 
functions and intelligence in conduct disorder/delinquency. In: Lahey, B.B., Moffit, T.E., & 
Caspi, A., eds. Causes of conduct disorder and juvenile delinquency.  New York: Guilford 
Press, 227-253. 
Nobes, G. & Smith, M. (1997). Physical punishment of children in two-parent families. 
Clinical Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 2, 271-281.  
  220
Nobes, G., Smith, M., Upton, P., & Heverin, A. (1999). Physical punishment by mothers and 
fathers in British homes. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 14 (8), 887-902. 
Office for National Statistics (2006). The Time Use Survey, 2005.  London: National 
Statistics. 
Office for National Statistics (2007). Social Trends No. 37.  New York: Palgrave McMillan. 
Office of Population Censuses and Surveys (1970). Classification of Occupations.  London. 
HMSO. 
Olson, S. L. & Kaskie, B. (1992). Caregiver-infant interaction antecedents of children's 
school-age cognitive ability. Merrill Palmer Quarterly, 38, 309-330. 
Onatsu-Arvilommi, T. & Nurmi, J. E. (1997). Family background and problems at school and 
in society: The role of family composition, emotional atmosphere and parental education. 
European Journal of Psychology of Education, 12 (3), 315-330. 
Oyserman, D., Bybee, D., Mowbray, C., & Hart-Johnson, T. (2005). When mothers have 
serious mental health problems: parenting as a proximal mediator. Journal of Adolescence, 
28 (4), 443-463. 
Oyserman, D., Mowbray, C. T., Meares, P. A., & Firminger, K. B. (2000). Parenting among 
mothers with a serious mental illness. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 70 (3), 296-315. 
Parker, G., Tupling, H., & Brown, L. B. (1979). A Parental Bonding Instrument. British 
Journal of Medical Psychology, 52, 1-10. 
Paulson, J. F., Dauber, S., & Leiferman, J. A. (2006). Individual and combined effects of 
postpartum depression in mothers and fathers on parenting behavior. Pediatrics, 118 (2), 
659-668. 
Pears, K. & Fisher, P. A. (2005). Developmental, cognitive, and neuropsychological 
functioning in preschool-aged foster children: Associations with prior maltreatment and 
placement history. Journal of Developmental and Behavioral Pediatrics, 26 (2), 112-122. 
Perusse, D., Neale, M. C., Heath, A. C., & Eaves, L. J. (1994). Human Parental Behavior - 
Evidence for Genetic Influence and Potential Implication for Gene-Culture Transmission. 
Behavior Genetics, 24 (4), 327-335. 
Piaget, J. (1971). The psychology of intelligence.  London: Routledge and Kegan Paul. 
Pless, I. B. & Wadsworth, M. E. J. (1989). Caring for children with chronic illness.  New York: 
Springer. 
Plomin, R. (1995). Genetics and Children's Experiences in the Family. J Child Psychol 
Psychiatry, 36 (1), 33-68. 
Plomin, R. (2001). Behavioral genetics. 4th ed.  New York: Worth publishers. 
Plomin, R. & Craig, I. (2001). Genetics, environment and cognitive abilities: review and work 
in progress towards a genome scan for quantitative trait locus associations using DNA 
pooling. Br J Psychiatry Suppl, 40, s41-s48. 
Plomin, R. & Kovas, Y. (2005). Generalist Genes and Learning Disabilities. Psychol Bull, 
132(4), 592-617. 
  
  221
Plomin, R., Kovas, Y. & Haworth, C. M. A. (2007). Generalist Genes: Genetic Links Between 
Brain, Mind, and Education. Mind, Brain, and Education, 1(1), 11-19. 
Plomin, R. & Petrill, S. A. (1997). Genetics and intelligence: What's new? Intelligence, 24 (1), 
53-77. 
Plomin, R., Reiss, D., Hetherington, E. M., & Howe, G. W. (1994). Nature and Nurture - 
Genetic Contributions to Measures of the Family Environment. Dev Psychol, 30 (1), 32-43. 
Plomin, R. & Spinath, F. M. (2002). Genetics and general cognitive ability (g). Trends in 
Cognitive Sciences, 6 (4), 169-176. 
Plomin, R. & Spinath, F. M. (2004). Intelligence: genetics, genes, and genomics. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 86 (1), 112-129. 
Putallaz, M., Costanzo, P. R., Grimes, C. L., & Sherman, D. M. (1998). Intergenerational 
Continuities and their influences on Children's Social Development. Social Development, 7 
(3), 389-427. 
Radziszewska, B., Richardson, J. L., Dent, C. W., & Flay, B. R. (1996). Parenting style and 
adolescent depressive symptoms, smoking, and academic achievement: Ethnic, gender, 
and SES differences. Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 19 (3), 289-305. 
Regalado, M., Sareen, H., Inkelas, M., Wissow, L. S., & Halfon, N. (2004). Parents' discipline 
of young children: results from the National Survey of Early Childhood Health. Pediatrics, 
113 (6 Suppl), 1952-1958. 
Richards, M. & Sacker, A. (2003). Lifetime antecedents of cognitive reserve. J Clin Exp 
Neuropsychol, 25 (5), 614-624. 
Richards, M. & Wadsworth, M. E. (2004). Long-term effects of early adversity on cognitive 
function. Arch Dis Child, 89 (10), 922-927. 
Roberts, H. & Hall, D. M. B. (2000). What is Sure Start? Arch Dis Child, 82 (6), 435-437. 
Robinson, C. C., Mandleco, B., Olsen, S. F., & Hart, C. (1995). Authoritative, Authoritarian, 
and Permissive Parenting Practices: Development of a new measure. Psychol Rep, 77, 819-
830. 
Rodgers, B. (1996). Reported parental behaviour and adult affective symptoms. 1. 
Associations and moderating factors. Psychol Med, 26 (1), 51-61. 
Rowe, D. C. (1981). Environmental and Genetic Influences on Dimensions of Perceived 
Parenting - A Twin Study. Dev Psychol, 17 (2), 203-208. 
Rowe, D. C., Jacobson, K. C., & Van den Oord, E. J. C. G. (1999). Genetic and 
environmental influences on vocabulary IQ: Parental education level as moderator. Child 
Dev, 70 (5), 1151-1162. 
Rutter, M. (1985). Family and School Influences on Cognitive Development. J Child Psychol 
Psychiatry, 26 (5), 683-704. 
Rutter, M. (1989). Intergenerational continuities and discontinuities in serious parenting 
difficulties. In: Cichetti, D. and Carlson, V., eds. Child Maltreatment: theory and research on 
the causes and consequences of child abuse and neglect.  Cambridge University Press, 
317-348. 
Rutter, M. (1998). Some research considerations on intergenerational continuities and 
discontinuities: comment on the special section. Dev Psychol, 34 (6), 1269-1273.  
  222
Rutter, M. (2005). Environmentally mediated risks for psychopathology: research strategies 
and findings. J Am Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry, 44 (1), 3-18. 
Rutter, M. & Madge, N. (1976). Cycles of Disadvantage: A Review of Research.  London: 
Heinemann. 
Sacker, A., Schoon, I., & Bartley, M. (2002). Social inequality in educational achievement 
and psychosocial adjustment throughout childhood: magnitude and mechanisms. Soc Sci 
Med, 55 (5), 863-880. 
Saunders, P. (1997). Social mobility in Britain: An empirical evaluation of two competing 
explanations. Sociology, 31 (2), 261-288. 
Scaramella, L. V., Conger, R. D., Simons, R. L., & Whitbeck, L. B. (1998). Predicting risk for 
pregnancy by late adolescence: A social contextual perspective. Dev Psychol, 34 (6), 1233-
1245. 
Scarr, S. (1985). Constructing psychology: making facts and fables for our time. Am 
Psychol, 40, 499-512. 
Schmidt, F. L. & Hunter, J. E. (1998). The validity and utility of selection methods in 
personnel psychology: Practical and theoretical implications of 85 years of research findings. 
Psychol Bull, 124, 262-274. 
Schoen, R. & Weinick, R. M. (1993). Partner Choice in Marriages and Cohabitations. Journal 
of Marriage and the Family, 55 (2), 408-414. 
Serbin, L. A., Cooperman, J. M., Peters, P. L., Lehoux, P. M., Stack, D. M., & Schwartzman, 
A. E. (1998). Intergenerational transfer of psychosocial risk in women with childhood 
histories of aggression, withdrawal, or aggression and withdrawal. Dev Psychol, 34 (6), 
1246-1262. 
Serbin, L. A. & Karp, J. (2004). The intergenerational transfer of psychosocial risk: mediators 
of vulnerability and resilience. Annu Rev Psychol, 55, 333-363. 
Serbin, L. A. & Stack, D. M. (1998). Introduction to the special section: studying 
intergenerational continuity and the transfer of risk. Dev Psychol, 34 (6), 1159-1161. 
Shaw, D. S. (2003). Advancing our understanding of intergenerational continuity in antisocial 
behavior. J Abnorm Child Psychol, 31 (2), 193-199. 
Simons, R. L., Whitbeck, L. B., Conger, R. D., & Chyi-In, W. (1991). Intergenerational 
Transmission of Harsh Parenting. Dev Psychol, 27 (1), 159-171. 
Singh-Manoux, A., Fonagy, P., & Marmot, M. (2006). The relationship between parenting 
dimensions and adult achievement: Evidence from the Whitehall II study. International 
Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 13 (4), 320-329. 
Smith, G. D. (2003). Uncertainty and significance. International Journal of Epidemiology, 32 
(5), 683. 
Smith, J. R. & Brooks-Gunn, J. (1997). Correlates and consequences of harsh discipline for 
young children. Arch Pediatr Adolesc Med, 151 (8), 777-786. 
Snow, C. E., Burns, S. M., Griffin, P., eds (1998). Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young 
Children. Committee on the Prevention of Reading Difficulties in Young Children.  
Washington, DC: National Academy Press. 
Sorensen, A. (1994). Women, Family and Class. Annual Review of Sociology, 20 (1), 27-45.  
  223
Spearman, C. (1904). 'General Intelligence' objectively determined and measured. American 
Journal of Psychology, 15, 201-293. 
Spearman, C. (1927). The nature of intelligence and the principles of cognition.  London: 
Macmillan. 
Spence, J., Walton, W. S., Miller, F. J. W., & Court, S. D. M. (1954). A thousand families in 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne.  London: Oxford University Press. 
Spinath, F. M. & O'Connor, T. G. (2003). A behavioral genetic study of the overlap between 
personality and parenting. J Pediatr, 71 (5), 785-808. 
Steiger, J. H. (1990). Structural Model Evaluation and Modification - An Interval Estimation 
Approach. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 25 (2), 173-180. 
Stein, C. E., Fall, C. H., Kumaran, K., Osmond, C., Cox, V., & Barker, D. J. (1996). Fetal 
growth and coronary heart disease in south India. Lancet, 348 (9037), 1269-1273. 
Stein, G. & Vandenakker, O. (1992). The Retrospective Diagnosis of Postnatal Depression 
by Questionnaire. J Psychosom Res, 36 (1), 67-75. 
Steinberg, L., Lamborn, S. D., Darling, N., Mounts, N. S., & Dornbusch, S. M. (1994). Over-
Time Changes in Adjustment and Competence Among Adolescents from Authoritative, 
Authoritarian, Indulgent, and Neglectful Families. Child Dev, 65 (3), 754-770. 
Sternberg, R. J. (1985). Beyond IQ: A triarchic theory of human intelligence.  New York: 
Cambridge University Press. 
Streiner, D. L. (2005). Finding Our Way: An Introduction to Path Analysis. Canadian Journal 
of Psychiatry, 50 (2), 115-122. 
Sulzby, E. & Teale, W. (1991). Emergent literacy. In: Barr, R., Kamil, M., & Mosenthal, P.D., 
eds. Handbook of Reading Research.  New York: Longman, 758. 
Tamis-LeMonde, C. S., Shannon, J. D., Cabrera, N. J., & Lamb, M. E. (2004). Fathers and 
mothers at play with their 2- and 3-year-olds: contributions to language and cognitive 
development. Child Dev, 75 (6), 1806-1820. 
Taylor, J., Spencer, N., & Baldwin, N. (2000). Social, economic, and political context of 
parenting. Arch Dis Child, 82 (2), 113-120. 
Teasdale, T. W. & Owen, D. R. (2005). A long-term rise and recent decline in intelligence 
test performance: The Flynn Effect in reverse. Personality and Individual Differences, 39 (4), 
837-843. 
Terman, L. M. (1921). Intelligence and Its Measurement. The Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 12, 127-128. 
Thornberry, T. P., Freeman-Gallant, A., Lizotte, A. J., Krohn, M. D., & Smith, C. A. (2003). 
Linked lives: the intergenerational transmission of antisocial behavior. J Abnorm Child 
Psychol, 31 (2), 171-184. 
Thorndike, R. L., Hagen, E. P., & Sattler, J. M. (1986). The Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale: 
Fourth edition.  Chicago. Riverside. 
Thurstone, L. L. (1938). Primary mental abilities. Psychometric Monographs, 1,  
Tong, S., Baghurst, P., Vimpani, G., & McMichael, A. (2007). Socioeconomic position, 
maternal IQ, home environment, and cognitive development. J Pediatr, 151 (3), 284-288.  
  224
Totsika, V. & Sylva, K. (2004). The Home Observation for Measurement of the Environment 
Revisited. Child and Adolescent Mental Health, 9 (1), 25-35. 
Tremblay, R. E., Nagin, D. S., Seguin, J. R., Zoccolillo, M., Zelazo, P. D., Boivin, M., 
Perusse, D., & Japel, C. (2004). Physical aggression during early childhood: Trajectories 
and predictors. Pediatrics, 114 (1), E43-E50. 
Turkheimer, E., Haley, A., Waldron, M., D'Onofrio, B., & Gottesman, I. I. (2003). 
Socioeconomic status modifies heritability of IQ in young children. Psychological Science, 14 
(6), 623-628. 
Tyree, A. & Treas, J. (1974). Occupational and Marital Mobility of Women. American 
Sociological Review, 39 (3), 293-302. 
Vanijzendoorn, M. H. & Vanvlietvisser, S. (1988). The Relationship Between Quality of 
Attachment in Infancy and IQ in Kindergarten. Journal of Genetic Psychology, 149 (1), 23-
28. 
Wade, T. D. & Kendler, K. S. (2000). The genetic epidemiology of parental discipline. 
Psychol Med, 30 (6), 1303-1313. 
Wadsworth, M., Kuh, D., Richards, M., & Hardy, R. (2005). Cohort Profile: The 1946 
National Birth Cohort (MRC National Survey of Health and Development). International 
Journal of Epidemiology, 35 (1), 49-54. 
Wadsworth, M. E. (1987). Follow-up of the first national birth cohort: findings from the 
Medical Research Council National Survey of Health and Development. Paediatr Perinat 
Epidemiol, 1 (1), 95-117. 
Wadsworth, M. E. (1991). The Imprint of time.  Oxford: Clarendon. 
Wadsworth, M. E., Butterworth, S. L., Hardy, R. J., Kuh, D. J., Richards, M., Langenberg, C., 
Hilder, W. S., & Connor, M. (2003). The life course prospective design: an example of 
benefits and problems associated with study longevity. Soc Sci Med, 57 (11), 2193-2205. 
Wadsworth, M. E. & Kuh, D. J. (1997). Childhood influences on adult health: a review of 
recent work from the British 1946 national birth cohort study, the MRC National Survey of 
Health and Development. Paediatr Perinat Epidemiol, 11 (1), 2-20. 
Wadsworth, M. E., Mann, S. L., Rodgers, B., Kuh, D. J., Hilder, W. S., & Yusuf, E. J. (1992). 
Loss and representativeness in a 43 year follow up of a national birth cohort. Journal of 
Epidemiology and Community Health, 46 (3), 300-304. 
Wadsworth, M. E. J. (1979). Roots of Delinquency: Infancy, Adolescence and Crime.  
Oxford: Martin Robertson. 
Wadsworth, M. E. J. (1985). Parenting skills and their transmission through generations. 
Adoption and Fostering, 9 (1), 28-32. 
Wadsworth, M. E. J. (1986). Effects of Parenting Style and Preschool Experience on 
Children's Verbal Attainment: Results of a British Longitudinal Study. Early Childhood 
Research, 1, 237-248. 
Wadsworth, M. E. J. (1998). Intergenerational longitudinal research: conceptual and 
methodological considerations. In: Rutter, M., ed. Studies of Psychosocial Risk.  Cambridge 
University Press, 
Wechsler, D. (1944). The measurement of adult intelligence. 3rd ed.  Baltimore: Williams & 
Wilkins.  
  225
Wechsler, D. (1997). Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale - Third Edition technical manual.  
San Antonio, TX. The Psychological Corporation. 
Weiss, B., Dodge, K. A., Bates, J. E., & Pettit, G. S. (1992). Some Consequences of Early 
Harsh Discipline - Child Aggression and a Maladaptive Social Information-Processing Style. 
Child Dev, 63 (6), 1321-1335. 
Weissman, M. M., Wickramaratne, P., Nomura, Y., Warner, V., Pilowsky, D. J., & Verdeli, H. 
(2006). Offspring of Depressed Parents: 20 Years Later. Am J Psychiatry, 163 (6), 1001-
1008. 
Wilson, R. S., Scherr, P. A., Bienias, J. L., Mendes de Leon, C. F., Everson-Rose, S. A., 
Bennett, D. A., & Evans, D. A. (2005). Socioeconomic characteristics of the community in 
childhood and cognition in old age. Exp Aging Res, 31 (4), 393-407. 
Winnicot, D. W. (1965). The maturational process and the facilitative environment.  New 
York: International University Press. 
Wissow, L. S. (2002). Child discipline in the first three years of life. In: Halfon, N., McLearn, 
K.T., & Schuster, M.A., eds. Child Rearing in America: Challenges Facing Parents With 
Young Children.  New York: Cambridge University Press, 146-177. 
 
 
 
 
    
  226
14.  Appendices 
 
 
 
Table 14.1 Correlations of a) individual cognitive ability tests scores for G1 parents and G2 
offspring, b) mean cognitive ability z-scores for parents at ages 8, 11, 15 and 26, and c) 
intergenerational correlation between parent and offspring scores at age 8. 
         
a) Correlations between individual ability scores  
                   
    Parents    Offspring 
                   
    1.  2.  3.  4.    1.  2.  3. 
Age 8  1. Reading  1.00          1.00     
  2. Sentence completion  0.86  1.00        0.84  1.00   
  3. Vocabulary  0.67  0.66  1.00      0.60  0.64  1.00 
  4. Picture test  0.49  0.53  0.55  1.00    NA     
                   
                   
    1.  2.  3.  4.         
Age 11  1. Verbal & non-verbal  1.00               
  2. Arithmetic  0.76  1.00             
  3. Sentence completion  0.69  0.68  1.00           
  4. Vocabulary  0.66  0.63  0.74  1.00         
                   
                   
    1.  2.  3.           
Age 15  1. Verbal & non-verbal  1.00               
  2. Sentence completion  0.34  1.00             
  3. Mathematics  0.37  0.70  1.00           
                   
                   
b) Correlations between mean z-scores across the life course of parents  
                   
    1.  2.  3.  4.         
  1. Age 8  1.00               
  2. Age 11  0.76  1.00             
  3. Age 15  0.70  0.86  1.00           
  4. Age 26  0.64  0.76  0.79  1.00         
                   
                   
c) Intergenerational correlation between mean z-scores of parents and offspring at age 8 
               
    Offspring Age 8           
  Parents Age 8  0.38               
                   
All correlations p>0.001. 
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Table 14.2 Mean cognitive ability scores at ag e 8 for G1 parents and G2 offspring by grandparental (G0) social class, and parental (G1) social class and education. 
Table  14.2  Mean  cognitive  ability  scores  at  age  8  for  G1  parents  and  G2  offspring  by 
grandparental (G0) social class, and parental (G1) social class and education (n=1,690). 
  G1 parents    G2 offspring 
  Mean cognitive 
ability (n)  p-value    Mean cognitive ability (n)  p-value 
           
G0 Social class               
I & II  -0.39  379      -0.28  324   
IIINM   -0.17  551      -0.09  454   
IIIM   0.27  253  <0.001
a    0.30  220  <0.001
a 
IV & V  0.41  348      0.36  316   
               
Manual  -0.24  930      -0.17  778   
Non-Manual  0.35  601  <0.001
b    0.34  536  <0.001
b 
               
G1 Social class               
I & II  -0.48  238      -0.44  188   
IIINM   -0.33  567      -0.24  498   
IIIM   0.14  217  <0.001
a    0.21  199  <0.001
a 
IV & V  0.47  490      0.44  455   
               
Manual  -0.38  805      -0.29  686   
Non-Manual  0.37  707  <0.001
b    0.37  654  <0.001
b 
               
G1 Education               
No qualification  -0.57  604      -0.37  498   
Vocational  -0.39  60      -0.09  44   
Ordinary  0.20  398  <0.001
a    0.10  359  <0.001
a 
Advanced  0.43  348      0.44  323   
Degree level  1.04  96      0.70  87   
               
Ordinary   -0.27  1,062      -0.17  901   
Advanced  0.56  444  <0.001
b    0.50  410  <0.001
b 
               
Maternal age at childbirth             
  19 years  -0.16  616      -0.21  647   
  20 years  0.16  656  <0.001
b    0.27  700  <0.001
b 
               
p-values are for 
a analysis of variance and 
b t-tests.  Analyses exclude missing data. 
 
       
        
  228
Table 14.3 Models incorporating structural zeros. Standardised (β) beta coefficients representing the mean differences in G2 offspring cog nitive ability z-score per unit increase in G1 parental cognitive ability z-scores.   
Table  14.3  Models  incorporating  structural  zeros.  Standardised  (β)  beta  coefficients 
representing the mean differences in G2 offspring cognitive ability z-score per unit increase 
in  G1  parental  cognitive  ability  z-scores.    Unadjusted  effects  shown  in  model  1  are 
progressively  adjusted for  G1  intergenerational social mobility  (model 2),  G1  educational 
attainment by age 26 and maternal age at childbirth (model 3). 
  Model 1 
G2 Cognitive ability 
Model 2 + 
G1 Social mobility 
Model 3 + 
Control variables 
  β  p-value    β  p-value    β  p-value 
                 
OCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY                 
                 
G1 Men  (n=269)                 
G1 Cognitive ability (age 8)  0.38  <0.001    0.28  <0.001    0.26  <0.001 
G1 Social mobility category 
a                 
  Stable non-manual        0.15  0.05    0.11  0.01 
  Upward        0.18  0.04    0.12  0.01 
  Downward        0.07  0.6    0.04  0.09 
G1 Education (age 26) 
b              0.02  0.9 
Maternal age at childbirth 
c              0.14  0.01 
                 
LRT: Model 1 vs. Model 2      χ2 =12.37 
110.96 
0.005       
                 
                  G1 Women (n=350)                 
G1 Cognitive ability (age 8)  0.36  <0.001    0.31  <0.001    0.26  <0.001 
G1 Social mobility category 
a                 
  Stable non-manual        0.13  0.04    0.09  0.06 
  Upward        0.03  0.09    0.04  0.6 
  Downward        0.05  0.5    0.06  0.5 
G1 Education (age 26) 
b              0.18  <0.001 
Maternal age at childbirth 
c              0.12  0.003 
                 
LRT: Model 1 vs. Model 2      χ2 =10.12 
110.96 
0.06       
                 
                  MARITAL MOBILITY (n=327)                 
G1 Cognitive ability (age 8)  0.38  <0.001    0.31  <0.001    0.24  <0.001 
G1 Social mobility category 
a                 
  Stable non-manual        0.21  0.006    0.13  0.02 
  Upward        0.13  <0.001    0.16  0.02 
  Downward        0.02  0.7    0.00  0.9 
G1 Education (age 26) 
b              0.15  0.01 
Maternal age at childbirth 
c              0.12  0.01 
                 
LRT: Model 1 vs. Model 2      χ2 =31.87 
110.96 
<0.001       
                  a  Reference  category  was  those  G1  parents  who  remained,  or  married  into,  the  same  manual 
occupational social class as their G0 fathers (stable manual). 
b Mean difference in parents with advanced education compared with those with ordinary education. 
c Mean difference in parents where the maternal age is   20 years compared with   19 years.  
n’s vary from table 8.6 due to exclusion of cells containing structural zeros.    
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Figure 14.1 Incomplete data model. Path diagram representing intergenerational associations in cognitive ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the intellectual environment provided by G1 fathers. 
Figure 14.1 Incomplete data model. Path diagram representing intergenerational 
associations in cognitive ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the 
intellectual environment provided by G1 fathers (n=410). 
 
 
 
 
Figure 14.2 Incomplete data model. Path diagram representing intergenerational associations in cognitive ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the intellectual environment provided by G1 mothers. 
Figure 14.2 Incomplete data model. Path diagram representing intergenerational 
associations in cognitive ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the 
intellectual environment provided by G1 mothers (n=494). 
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Figure 14.3 Incomplete data model. Path diagram representing intergenerational associations in cognitive ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the aspirations of G1 fathers. 
Figure 14.3 Incomplete data model. Path diagram representing intergenerational 
associations in cognitive ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the 
aspirations of G1 fathers (n=410). 
 
 
 
Figure 14.4 Incomplete data model. Path diagram representing intergenerational associations in cognitive ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the aspirations of G1 mothers. 
Figure 14.4 Incomplete data model. Path diagram representing intergenerational 
associations in cognitive ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the 
aspirations of G1 mothers (n=494). 
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Figure 14.5 Incomplete data model. Path diagram representing intergenerational associations in cognitive ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the use of coercive discipline by G1 fathers. 
Figure 14.5 Incomplete data model. Path diagram representing intergenerational 
associations in cognitive ability between G1 parents and G2 offspring mediated by the use of 
coercive discipline by G1 fathers (n=410). 
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Table 14.4 Proportion of G1 parents in each transition group by social class and education, and mean standardised cog nitive ability score. 
Table 14.4 Proportion of G1 parents in each transition group by social class and education, and mean standardised cognitive ability z-score (n=1,052). 
    G1 Social class    G1 Education    G1 Cognitive ability    G2 Cognitive ability 
Transition group  n  % Non- manual (n)    % Advanced (n)    Mean (SE)    Mean (SE) 
                         
                         
                         
Low-low  106  17  (18)    4  (4)    -1.27  (0.3)    -1.30  (0.5) 
Escapers  157  31  (48)    17  (27)    -1.12  (0.3)    0.25  (0.7) 
High-high  113  86  (97)    71  (80)    1.39  (0.5)    1.42  (0.4) 
Fallers  150  69  (104)    46  (69)    1.15  (0.4)    -0.12  (0.6) 
Reference group  526  47  (247)    28  (151)    0.00  (0.4)    0.00  (0.9) 
                         
Total  1.052  49  (514)    31  (331)    0.00  (0.4)    0.04  (0.9) 
                         
p-value    0.000    0.000    0.006    0.000 
                         
p-values represent χ
2 tests for SEP and education, and ANOVA for cognitive ability scores. 
SE=standard error. 
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